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Overview  of  the  Blueprint  Public  Outreach  Notebook 


Purpose 

The  purpose  of  the  Blueprint  Public  Outreach  Notebook  is  to  compile  the  various 
work  products  of  the  Blueprint  public  outreach  effort— outreach  meeting  summaries 
and  polling  results— into  one  resource  document. 

Overview  of  Blueprint  Public  Outreach  Efforts 

The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission's  Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint  for 
the  Century  is  a major  planning  effort  designed  to  identify,  prioritize  and  build 
consensus  for  future  transportation  investments  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region. 

The  Blueprint  parallels  the  planning  effort  of  the  1998  Regional  Transportation  Plan 
(RTP),  which  guides  the  region's  transportation  development  for  a 20-year  period 
based  on  projections  of  growth  and  travel  demand  coupled  with  financial  projections. 
The  1998  RTP  invested  over  80  percent  of  the  $90  billion  in  transportation  revenues 
projected  for  the  region  over  the  next  20  years  to  maintain  the  region's  existing 
transportation  infrastructure.  Nevertheless,  roads  and  transit  shortfalls  still  remain. 
Furthermore,  future  growth  in  population  and  economic  activity  within  the  region  is 
expected  to  place  tremendous  pressure  on  an  already  stressed  transportation 
infrastructure  that  will  need  even  more  investment  than  what  is  available  in  the  RTP. 
Within  this  context,  the  challenge  for  the  Blueprint  is  to  identify  projects  and 
programs  to  address  the  region's  existing  and  future  transportation  needs,  and  most 
importantly,  to  find  new  transportation  revenues  to  finance  them. 

Public  involvement  was  critical  in  informing  and  guiding  the  development  of  the 
Blueprint.  At  key  junctures  during  the  development  of  the  Blueprint,  MTC  conducted 
public  outreach  meetings  to  solicit  input  on  candidate  projects  and  funding 
strategies.  A summary  of  each  of  the  five  major  public  outreach  efforts  is  provided 
below.  Complete  meeting  summaries  are  compiled  as  attachments  to  this  Blueprint 
Public  Outreach  Notebook. 


^ June  16,  1999  Public  Outreach  Meeting:  MTC  launched  the  Blueprint  at  its 
first  "kick-off"  public  outreach  meeting  held  on  June  1 6,  1 999  at  the  Joseph 
P.  Bort  MetroCenter  in  Oakland.  With  over  120  community  members  in 
attendance,  staff  presented  the  Blueprint  and  engaged  the  attendees  in  a 
discussion  about  Blueprint  issues  via  use  of  electronic  voting.  Although  this 
was  not  a statistically  valid  exercise,  the  questions  posed  in  the  survey 
afforded  an  opportunity  for  the  attendees  to  express  opinions  related  to 
quality  of  life,  congestion  relief,  and  funding  strategies.  (See  Attachment  A 
for  the  complete  meeting  summary.) 
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Some  highlights  from  the  electronic  voting  and  discussion  include: 

• Most  of  the  attendees  (56%)  resided  in  Alameda  County. 

• Transportation/traffic  congestion  (47%)  and  growth/increasing 
population  (33%)  were  cited  as  the  two  most  important  problems 
facing  the  Bay  Area. 

• Most  felt  the  region  needed  to  spend  more  money  on  maintenance  and 
expansion  of  our  transit  systems. 

• The  large  majority  of  those  in  attendance  (91  %)  supported  increased 
funding  for  transportation, 

• Most  attendees  supported  user-based  taxes  such  as  bridge  tolls  and 
gas  taxes,  instead  of  general  sales  taxes  to  finance  transportation 
projects. 

• The  most  effective  short-term  transportation  strategy  cited  are  more 
bus  service  (29%),  followed  by  better  management  of  traffic/transit 
through  technology  (19%). 

• A majority  (57%)  stated  that  the  most  effective  long-term  strategy  for 
addressing  Bay  Area  transportation  problems  was  a change  in  land  use 
practices.  The  second-most  effective  strategy  was  expanded  transit 
services  in  the  cities  and  suburbs  (12%). 


November  - December  1999  Public  Workshop  Series:  MTC,  in  partnership 
with  each  Bay  Area  congestion  management  agency  (CMA),  held  a series  of 
nine  public  workshops  (one  in  each  county)  to  discuss  and  hear  public 
comment  on  Blueprint  candidate  projects  and  preliminary  evaluation  results. 

A total  of  over  450  community  members  in  the  region  attended  these  nine 
public  workshops  which  were  held  during  the  fall  of  1999.  Comments  from 
workshop  attendees  are  summarized  below.  (See  Attachment  B for  the 
complete  meeting  summary.) 

• Missing  Items:  Include  the  following  missing  items  in  the  Blueprint: 
more  funding  for  bikes,  more  attention  to  funding  for  expanded  local 
transit  service. 

• Evaluation  Questions:  Need  more  detail  on  project  level  information 
related  to  transit  ridership  estimates,  cost  effectiveness,  impact  on 
sprawl,  impact  on  low-income  households,  and  general  environmental 
impacts. 

• Concerns  with  Package  Evaluation:  Need  more  clarification  on  how 
projects  were  evaluated— ferry  subsidy  seems  too  high,  rail  package 
should  be  adjusted  to  show  cost  effectiveness  of  individual  projects, 
why  different  new  rider  thresholds  per  package  (i.e.,  why  2,550  for 
bus  and  1,000  for  rail?). 

• Sources  of  New  Revenues:  Some  support  for  gas  tax  over  sales  tax, 
some  support  user  fees,  such  as  offered  by  HOT  lanes. 

• Requests  to  Add  Projects  to  Candidate  List:  New  project  ideas  include 
commuter  rail  loop  in  South  Bay  in  lieu  of  BART  to  San  Jose, 
Dumbarton  Commuter  Rail  (different  configuration  from  MTC 
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alignment),  HOT  lanes  in  Marin  County  instead  of  HOV,  Expand  Vasco 
Road  in  eastern  Contra  Costa  County,  Rapid  bus  in  some  additional 
corridors,  and  ferry  service  to  additional  terminals  (e.g.,  Hamilton,  San 
Quentin  in  Marin  County). 


^ February  2000  Bay  Area  Region  Public  Opinion  Poll:  MTC  commissioned  J. 
Moore  Methods,  Inc.  to  conduct  a regional  public  opinion  telephone  poll.  A 
total  of  1 ,850  registered  voters  were  polled,  and  the  responses  are  within 
+ /-  2.3  percent  margin  of  error  for  the  region.  Survey  questions  focused  on 
regional  and  local  transportation  issues.  All  respondents  were  asked  the 
same  set  of  regional  survey  questions,  but  county-specific  questions  were 
only  posed  to  respondents  in  accords  with  their  county  of  residence.  A 
summary  of  the  poll  results  is  provided  below.  (See  Attachment  C for  a 
complete  summary  of  poll  results.) 

• Most  of  the  respondents  (73%)  rated  reducing  traffic  congestion  as  a 
very  important  issue  for  them,  but  they  are  dissatisfied  with  how  this 
issue  is  being  handled  (73%). 

• A large  majority  felt  that  it  was  better  to  address  transportation 
problems  and  solutions  regionally  (76%)  instead  of  locally  (16%). 

• Most  ranked  increasing  public  transit  (76%)  and  incentive 
Transportation  Demand  Management  programs  for  employees  (62%) 
as  a "high  priority"  when  public  officials  establish  priorities  to  address 
traffic  congestion  in  the  Bay  Area. 

• Some  believed  that  an  expanded  and  improved  regional  bus  system 
would  play  a somewhat  effective  role  in  addressing  traffic  congestion 
in  the  future  (43%). 

• Alameda  County  respondents  gave  a high  priority  to  extending  BART 
service  from  Fremont  to  San  Jose  (66%). 

• San  Francisco  County  respondents  gave  a high  priority  to  increasing 
MUNI  service  reliability  and  security  (86%). 

• San  Mateo  County  respondents  gave  a high  priority  to  extending 
Caltrain  to  the  downtown  San  Francisco  Transbay  Terminal  (66%). 

• Santa  Clara  respondents  gave  a high  priority  to  extending  BART 
service  from  Fremont  BART  to  San  Jose  (79%). 

• Contra  Costa  County  respondents  gave  a high  priority  to  adding  a new 
4^^  bore  for  the  Caldecott  Tunnel  (71  %). 

• Marin  and  Sonoma  County  respondents  gave  a high  priority  to  building 
and  operating  a commuter  rail  system  on  the  existing  Northwestern 
Pacific  right-of-way  through  Marin  and  Sonoma  counties  (68%). 

• Napa  and  Solano  County  respondents  gave  a high  priority  to  widening 
Route  12,  Jamieson  Canyon  Road  (Highway  29  to  1-80)  (64%). 

• Most  supported  increasing  taxes  or  fees  to  pay  for  the  types  of 
transportation  improvements  discussed  above  (70%). 

• A statewide  general  bond  measure  designated  for  local  and  regional 
transportation  was  ranked  the  top  strategy  for  funding  transportation 
improvements  (41  %),  followed  by  funding  sources  that  are  based  on 
the  amount  of  driving  that  people  do,  such  as  gas  taxes  (33%). 
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Support  for  pending  legislation  to  reduce  the  approval  margin  from 
two-thirds  to  a 50%  majority  for  special  purpose  taxes  was  split  with 
46%  in  favor  and  46%  opposed;  the  remaining  percent  had  "no 
opinion." 

A large  majority  supported  a proposal  to  build  a High  Speed  Rail 
system  in  California  (81%),  and  most  supported  increasing  the  State 
sales  tax  by  % cent  to  help  pay  for  this  system  (66%). 


^ February  2000  Survey  of  Local  Elected  Officials:  MTC  mailed  an 

abbreviated  version  of  the  regional  public  opinion  survey  (discussed  above)  to 
over  600  local  elected  officials  in  the  Bay  Area  on  February  9,  2000.  Eighty- 
four  fax-back  surveys  were  returned  (which  is  a 14%  response  rate).  Key 
findings  from  the  survey  of  local  elected  officials  are  summarized  below. 

(See  Attachment  D for  a complete  summary  of  survey  results.) 

• A majority  believed  that  it  is  better  to  address  transportation  problems 
and  solutions  both  locally  and  regionally. 

• Most  believed  that  high  priority  should  be  given  to  increasing  public 
transit  (i.e.,  rail,  bus,  ferries)  (85%)  and  incentive  transportation 
demand  management  for  employees  (57%)  when  establishing  long- 
term planning  priorities  to  address  traffic  congestion. 

• Several  believed  that  a regional  bus  system,  with  expanded  service, 
using  freeway  carpool  lanes  and  designated  bus  lanes  on  local  streets, 
could  play  a somewhat  effective  role  in  addressing  traffic  congestion 
(42%). 

• A large  majority  supported  increasing  taxes  or  fees  to  pay  for  the 
types  of  transportation  improvements  they  favored  (83%). 

• Most  strongly  supported  funding  transportation  improvements  using 
funding  sources  that  are  based  on  the  amount  of  driving  that  people 
do  (i.e.,  gas  taxes)  (63%)  and  a statewide  general  bond  measure 
designated  for  local  and  regional  transportation  projects  (60%). 

• Most  favored  current  pending  legislation  (SCA  3)  to  reduce  the 
approval  margin  from  two-thirds  to  a 50%  majority  for  special  purpose 
taxes  (75%). 

• Most  favored  a High  Speed  Rail  system  in  California  connecting 
Sacramento,  the  Bay  Area,  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego  (70%). 


A-  Other  Public  Outreach:  MTC  supplemented  the  above  efforts  with 

communications  aimed  at  partner  agencies,  transportation  advocates  and  the 
general  public.  Throughout  the  development  of  the  Blueprint,  MTC 
maintained  and  continually  updated  a special  web  site  on  the  project 
(reachable  through  MTC's  home  page,  www.mtc.ca.qov).  In  addition,  the 
agency  devoted  two  issues  of  its  newsletter.  Transactions,  to  an  in-depth 
presentation  of  the  Blueprint  project  candidates  and  funding  strategies. 
Finally,  MTC  staff  made  numerous  presentations  to  partner  agencies  and 
other  interested  organizations. 
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Attachment 


June  16,  1999 
Public  Outreach  Meeting  Summary 


Keith  Axtell 


AngehJ^iracus, 


Sharon  Wright 
ma  Count)-  and  Ones 

Harry  Yahata 


Lawrence  D.  Dahms 
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July  30,  1999 


Joseph  P.  Bon  MetroCenter 
101  Eighth  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607-4700 
Tel.:  510.464.7700 
TTY/TDD;  510.464.7769 
Fa-x:  510.464.7848 
e-mail:  info@mtc.ca.gov 
Web  site:  www.mtc.ca.gov 


Dear  Interested  Citizen: 

Thank  you  for  participating  in  the  June  16,  1999  public  meeting  on  the  Bay  Area 
Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  21st  Century.  Enclosed  for  your  information  is  a 
detailed  record  of  attendees’  responses  to  the  questions  presented  at  the  meeting,  plus 
a summary  of  written  and  oral  comments  received. 

As  you  will  recall,  the  Blueprint  for  the  21st  Century  seeks  to  formulate  a package  of 
effective  improvements  and  expansions  to  the  Bay  Area’s  highway  and  transit 
networks  that  could  be  implemented  if  new  transportation  revenues  become  available 
to  the  region.  Your  input,  along  with  valuable  input  from  Bay  Area  congestion 
management  agencies  and  other  regional  transportation  partners,  will  help  MTC 
identity  candidate  projects  and  funding  strategies  for  further  evaluation  as  part  of  the 
Blueprint  development  process.  We  hope  to  refine  the  candidate  projects  into 
potential  Blueprint  proposals  by  fall  1999.  Further  public  outreach  will  he  held  at  that 
time  to  solicit  input  on  these  proposals,  and  we  will  notify  you  of  meeting  dates  and 
locations.  This  concentrated  planning  study  is  being  prepared  under  an  ambitious 
schedule,  which  calls  for  wrapping  up  the  Blueprint  in  early  2000. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  MTC  with  questions  or  comments  on  the  Blueprint.  Email 
inquiries  may  be  sent  to  me  at  <dkimsey@mtc.ca.gov>;  my  telephone  number  is 
5 1 0.464.7794.  Also,  I invite  you  to  follow  progress  on  the  Blueprint  via  the  MTC 
Web  site,  at  <www.mtc.ca.gov>. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  interest  in  the  Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint  for  the 
21st  Century. 


Sincerely, 


Doug  Kimsey 

Senior  Transportation  Planner 
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Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  21st  Century 


On  June  16, 1999,  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  convened  a Public 
Workshop  at  the  Joseph  Bort  MetroCenter  in 
Oakland.  Approximately  120  community  members 
and  transportation  agency  representatives  from 
throughout  the  Bay  Area  attended  to  share  their 
ideas  regarding  the  Transportation  Blueprint  for 
the  2r’  Century. 

Sharon  Brown,  vice-chair  of  MTC,  provided 
welcoming  remarks  and  introduced  other 
Q)mmissioners,  public  officials  and  key  staff 
members  in  attendance.  Following  a brief 
overview  of  the  Blueprint  process,  she  turned 
the  meeting  over  to  Daniel  lacofano  of  Moore 
lacofano  Goltsman,  Inc.  (MIG),  who  served  as 
moderator  for  the  evening. 

Next,  Doug  Kimsey,  MTC  projea  manager  for 
this  effort,  gave  a detailed  presentation  on  the 
planning  context  and  the  process  for  developing 
the  Blueprint.  Following  a question-and-answer 
period  on  the  presentation,  Mr.  lacofano 
introduced  the  main  public  input  portion  of  the 
agenda. 

In  this  segment,  meeting  participants  were  asked 
to  consider  a set  of  questions  related  to  the 
Blueprint  project  and  to  record  their  opinions 
both  on  a written  form  and  via  a hand-held 
electronic  keypad.  Responses  from  the  keypads 
were  aggregated  instantaneously  by  a computer, 
and  the  results  were  displayed  within  seconds  on 
a large  screen  at  the  front  of  the  room. 
Participants  were  then  invited  to  comment  on 
the  issues  raised  by  the  question  and  by  the 
"straw  poll"  tallies. 


IMPORTANT  NOTE: 

The  electronic  voting  exercise  was  not 
intended  as  a statistically  valid  sampling 
of  public  opinion.  The  voting  was 
intended  to  allow  attendees  an 
opportunity  to  express  opinions  on  a wide 
range  of  Blueprint-related  subjects, 
including  quality  of  life,  congestion  relief 
and  funding  strategies.  MTC  will  be 
conducting  more  extensive  polling  and 
holding  focus  group  sessions  with  the 
general  public  at  a later  stage  in  the 
Blueprint  process. 


Highlights  from  these  discussions  are  provided 
in  the  next  section,  along  with  a summaiy  of 
input  on  key  elements  of  the  Blueprint: 

■ Suggested  additions  to  the  list  of 
projeas; 

■ Ideas  for  additional  evaluation  criteria; 

■ Preferences  among  funding  strategies; 
and 

■ Suggestions  for  enhancing  the  public 
involvement  process  for  this  projea 

The  final  section  of  this  document  contains  a 
detailed  summary  of  responses  to  the  full  set  of 
questions,  as  tabvilated  from  the  comment  forms 
turned  in  by  participants. 

Key  Findings 

Some  highlights  from  the  electronic  voting  and 
discussion  include: 

■ Most  of  the  attendees  (56%  of  those 
responding)  resided  in  Alameda  County. 
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■ "Transportarion/traffic  congestion" 
(47%)  and  "growth/increasing 
population"  (33%)  were  dted  as  the  two 
"most  important  problems  facing  the 
Bay  Area." 

• Most  believed  that  the  region  needs  to 
spend  more  on  maintenance  and 
expansion  of  our  transit  systems. 

■ The  vast  majority  of  those  in  attendance 
(91%)  supported  "increased  funding  for 
transportation." 

■ Most  attendees  supported  user-based 
taxes  such  as  bridge  tolls  and  gas  taxes, 
instead  of  general  sales  taxes  to  finance 
transportation  projeas. 

■ The  most  effective  short-term 
transportation  strategy  cited  was  "more 
bus  service"  (29%),  followed  by  "better 
management  of  traffic/ transit  through 
technology"  (19%). 

■ A majority  (57%)  stated  that  the  most 
effective  long-term  strategy  for 
addressing  Bay  Area  transportation 
problems  was  "a  change  in  land  use 
practices."  The  second-most  effective 
strategy,  cited  by  only  12%  of  the 
respondents,  was  "expanded  transit 
services  in  the  cities  and  suburbs." 

Key  Blueprint  Views  and  Comments 

A.  "Other"  Blueprint  Projects 

Blueprint  projeas  are  being  assessed  in  general 
categories  (e.g.,  urban  rail,  ferries, 

HOV/Express  bus,  etc.).  There  was  an  "other" 
pro^ea  category  that  included  a variety  of 
programs,  such  as  welfare-to-work,  local  bus 


service  improvements  and  unfunded  BART 
seismic  work  These  and  other  projeas  were 
deemed  important  in  the  following  order 

■ Securing  more  funding  to  make 
communities  more  walkable  and 
accessible  to  transit 

■ Providing  better  traveler  information 
and  more  convenient  transit  tickets 

■ Installing  seismic  upgrades  to  BART 
tracks 

■ Providing  transportation  services  for 
Welfare  to  Work 

■ Allotting  funds  to  provide  emergency 
transportation  services  immediately  after 
a major  earthquake 

■ Expanding  the  roving  tow  truck  system 

6.  Evaluation  Criteria 

For  prioritizing  new  transportation  projeas, 
participants  favored  measuring  the  number  of 
travelers  shifted  out  of  their  cars  and  the 
projea’s  overall  cost  in  relation  to  the  number 
of  users  it  serves.  Also  ranked  high  were 
measuring  the  impaa  on  travel  demand  by  not 
expanding  roadway  capacity,  as  well  as  how 
much  a projea  improves  the  reliability  of  travel. 

Workshop  participants  suggested  additional 
evaluation  criteria  for  MTC  to  consider  in  the 
analysis  of  potential  Blueprint  projeas. 
Participants  mentioned  that  the  Blueprint  should 
assess  transportation  investments  on  land  use. 
They  also  mentioned  that  transportation  projects 
should  be  priced  through  parking  charges  or 
tolls  to  reflea  "tme"  costs.  Another  idea  was 
separating  the  “rail  expansion”  categories  into 
BART  and  commuter  rail. 
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C.  Funding  Mechanisms 


E.  Other  Comments  and  Questions 


Over  90%  of  respondents  favored  increased 
funding  for  transportation;  they  indicated  a 
preference  for  various  mechanisms  in  the 
following  order 

■ Gas  taxes 

■ Local  development  impact  fees 

■ Bridge  tolls 

■ Paddng  charges 

■ Tolls  for  use  of  certain  lanes  or  roads 

■ Sales  taxes 

■ Bonds 

Participants  also  felt  that  gas  taxes  are  the  fairest 
way  to  fund  expanded  local  transit  service. 


D.  Public  Involvement  Process 

Comments  regarding  the  workshop  in  general, 
and  the  electronic  voting  in  particular  were 
highly  favorable.  Several  participants  suggested 
that  the  questions  required  refinement.  Some 
suggested  improving  outreach  to  the  general 
public  through  the  Internet  and  public  displays 
in  high  pedestrian  traffic  areas.  Others  felt  that 
working  closely  with  communities  on  land  use 
issues  would  improve  transit  integration.  These 
methods  might  uncover  other  issues  not 
recognized  by  current  evaluation  criteria. 


The  following  are  some  of  the  participants' 
overall  comments  and  questions  regarding  the 
Blueprint: 

■ Reliability  and  safety  should  be  included 
as  criteria 

■ Safety  and  access  for  bicyclists  and 
pedestrians  should  be  part  of  the 
evaluation  criteria 

■ Use  "people-miles  traveled"  as  a 
measure  instead  of  "vehicle-miles 
traveled" 


The  Northwestern  Pacific  (NWP) 
Railroad  right-of-way  was  not  shown  on 
the  maps  and  should  be  re-inserted. 

Is  redundancy  being  considered.^ 

- Yes  (e.g.,  rail  on  the  Bay  Bridge) 

A flaw  in  previous  efforts  has  been  the 
lack  of  a "grand  plan"  for  bus  service; 
this  should  be  addressed  in  the 
Blueprint 

What  does  the  category 
"Rehab/Maintenance"  refer  to? 

- It  re^  to  rehahilitadon  and  rnearaenancE 
needs  fcr  aUrnodes  (not  just  streets  and  roads). 
Is  air  travel  part  of  the  Blueprinu^ 

- Only  as  it  relates  to  the  land  syst3n(ie.y 
aa^s  to  doe  airport;  the  airport  as  an 
erploynent  center,  etc) 

- The Re^mal Airport PlanrmgGmrattee 
(RAPC)  is  currently  ppdating  the  Regional 
Airport  Plan. 


Summary  cf  June  16,  1999  Public  Mesarg  3 


Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  21st  Century 


BACKGROUND  QUESTIONS 
1.  Which  county  do  you  live  in? 


45% 


15% 


10% 

5% 

0% 


East  Bay 


North  Bay  South  Bay 


2.  Where  do  you  work? 
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3.  How  long  have  you  lived  in  the  Bay  Area? 


More 

y> 

than  20 
ears 

5-10  years 

63.9% 

15.3% 

UBayArea  Residents 


4.  How  did  you  hear  about  tonight’s  meeting? 


60%-^ 


DMeeting  Notification  51.3%  18.8%  15.0%  8.8%  6.3%  5.0% 
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BALLOT  QUESTIONS 

1.  What  is  the  most  important  problem  facing  the  Bay  Area? 


50% 


40% 


30% 


Transportatio 
n/traffic 

congestion  \ population 


D Most  Important 46.5% 


Economy/ 

jobs 


20% 


10% 


Comments: 

■ Consider  growth/increasing  population  and  its  effeas  on  congestion.  (3) 

■ Combine  increasing  jobs  with  growth/increasing  population. 

■ Include  development  quality. 

■ Include  better  planning. 

■ Consider  infrastructure  support  for  areas  like  eastern  Contra  Costa  County  that  are  allowing  uncontrolled 
and  unmanaged  residential  growth. 

■ Focus  on  VMT  more  than  congestion  issues. 

■ Emphasize  the  effeas  of  population  inaeases  on  all  challenges  facing  the  Bay  Area. 

■ Develop  a better  understanding  of  effeas  from  various  levels  of  growth  control. 

■ Provide  more  options. 

■ Combine  transportation  and  land  use.  (2) 
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2.  Overall,  do  you  feel  that  quality  of  life  in  the  Bay  area  is  getting  better,  staying  the  same  or 
getting  worse? 


Comments: 

■ Analyze  the  effects  of  transportation  on  other  issues,  including  job  growth. 

■ Focus  on  why  people  feel  that  quality  of  life  is  the  way  it  is. 

■ Improve  the  coordination  of  land  use  and  transportation  planning. 

■ Share  regional  sales  tax  revenue  between  public  agencies. 
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3.  How  do  you  usually  get  to  work? 


50% 


40% 


30% 


20% 


10% 


Work  at 
home 


Carpool/ 

Vanpool 


OTravel  to  Work  44.1%  36.8%  14.7%  | 13.2%  4.4% 


Comments: 

■ Create  more  regional  transit  options  as  many  people  use  multiple  services. 
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4.  What  is  the  most  important  consideration  for  your  commute  trip? 


40% 


20% 


60% 


80% 


0% 


Travel  time  Reliability  Cost 


Safety/ 

Security 


nCommute  Consideration  \ 68.1% 


22.2% 


5.6% 


4.2% 


Comments: 

■ Include  air  quality  consciousness. 

■ Include  ecological  sustainability. 

■ Include  paddng  availability. 

■ Eliminate  crunch  points  to  shorten  travel  time 

■ Include  time  spent  in  stop  and  go  traffic  when  considering  travel  time 

■ Consider  difficulty  in  biking. 

■ Accommodate  transit  needs  other  than  commuting. 

■ Consider  quality  of  time  under  travel  time. 
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5.  Does  the  Bay  Area  place  too  much,  too  little,  or  the  right  amount  of  emphasis  on  ...? 


60% 


30% 


10% 


Comments: 

■ Include  land  use.  (12) 

■ Include  pricing.  (12) 

■ Include  ABAC  projections.  (10) 

■ Include  intermodal  transportation.  (4) 

■ Include  environmental  and  economical  planning. 

■ Include  walkability  with  bikes. 

■ Expand  use  of  rail  corridors. 

■ Expand  development  of  BART. 

■ Expand  development  of  commuter  rail. 

■ Reduce  development  of  BART. 

■ Separate  rail  between  agencies,  such  as  MUNI,  BART,  and  commuter  rail. 

■ Expand  ride-sharing  programs. 

■ Expand  HOV  lane  development  and  increase  occupancy  requirements. 

■ Reduce  HOV  development. 

■ Analyze  the  use  of  grade-separated  “expressways”  for  demand-responsive  modes  like  bicycles, 
roUerblades,  and  skateboards. 

■ Consider  using  Transit  Service  Contraas  to  flU  niches  for  evenings/ nights/weekends  and  holidays,  as 
well  as  low-density  corridors  where  fixed-route,  scheduled  service  is  not  efficient. 

■ Recognize  that  people  drive  instead  of  using  public  transportation. 

■ Inform  the  public  of  how  road  maintenance  is  funded. 

• Focus  on  travel  other  than  commuting. 

■ Promote  ferry  use. 

■ Clarify  what  areas  "Bay  Area"  represents  here. 

• Consider  that  ferries  cause  more  pollution  per  passenger  trip  than  a car. 

■ Recognize  that  bad  local,  state  and  federal  transportation  decisions  have  been  made. 

• Analyze  the  amount  of  regional  transportation  dollars  going  to  maintain  local  roads. 
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6.  Please  rank  in  order  the  following  environmental  considerations  for  transportation  decisions 

(1=  Most  Important,  5= Least  Important) 


\UAverage  Rank  \ 1-9  | 2.1  \ 3.1  ■■  3.9 4 4.5 


5 = Least 
Important 


1 = Most 
Important 


3.5^ 


Consumption  of 
Air  quality  non-renewable 
energy 


Most  important 


Least  important 


General  Comments: 

■ Emphasize  land  use.  (2) 

■ Include  congestion. 

■ Emphasize  air  quality. 

■ Promote  land  use  that  prevents  sprawl  and  brings  job-creation  closer  to  existing  population  centers  and 
affordable  housing. 

■ Refine  this  question  because  the  faaors  cannot  be  ranked  in  the  abstraa. 

Other  Comments: 

■ Include  social  effeas  and  justice.  (5) 

■ Include  water  quality  issues.  (3) 

■ Include  time,  expense  and  dependency  on  auto  travel. 

■ Include  cost,  efficiency,  global  warming  and  housing  issues. 

■ Discourage  40-mile  commutes  with  high  passenger  subsidies. 

■ Include  interaction  with  other  existing  facilities. 
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7.  What  is  the  most  useful  short-term  strategy  to  deal  with  congestion  in  the  region? 


Comments: 

■ Create  financial  incentives  through  employees’  workplace  to  use  public  transportation.  (10) 

■ Expand  the  use  of  bus  systems.  (5) 

■ Discourage  auto  use  with  expanded  fee  and  toll  systems.  (6) 

■ Include  higher  gas  prices.  (3) 

■ Reduce  the  cost  to  users  of  public  transportation.  (2) 

■ Include  intermodal  transportation. 

■ Include  express  lanes. 

■ Include  higher  bridge  tolls. 

■ Include  job-centered  based  transit  services. 

■ Include  light  rail  regional  system. 

■ Build  a light-duty  Bay  Bridge  from  Harbor  Bay  to  Hunters  Point  for  light  vehicles  only-  no  vehicles 
more  than  3,500  pounds  loaded  with  a fine  of  $300. 

■ Consider  political  realities  to  get  needed  legislation. 

■ Formalize  casual  carpools  and  address  safety  issues  with  more  pick-up  locations  in  origin-destination 
locations  and  ID  cards  for  users. 

■ Consider  trunk  rail  and  feeder  transit  providers  for  a short  tenn  strategy. 

■ Educate  travelers  on  how  to  be  better  commuters. 

• Equalize  subsidies. 

■ Initiate  annual  safety  inspeaions  to  eliminate  unsafe  vehicles  that  lack  routine  maintenance. 

■ Charge  trucks  to  use  roads  during  the  most  congested  hours. 

■ Focus  transit  around  homes  rather  than  job  centers. 

■ Include  other  alternatives  for  the  short-term. 


Stcrvnoycf June  16,  1999  Puhik  Meamg  12 


Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  21st  Century 


8.  What  should  get  priority  in  the  Blueprint? 
(1=  Most  Important,  4= Least  Important) 


4 = Least 
Important 


l = Most 
Important 


\UAverage  Rank  19 j 2 2^2 ; 3.3 


Most  important  Least  important 


: Maintenance  of 
transit 


i Expansion  of  Maintenance  of  | Expansion  of 
transit  Roads  roads 


Comments: 

■ Include  express  freeway  lanes. 

■ Make  bus  transit  more  efficient  through  regional  connections. 

■ Include  better  man^ement  of  transit. 

■ Include  rebuilding  past  service  levels  that  were  cut  in  the  past,  but  do  not  define  this  as  expansion. 

■ Include  non-motorized  "expressways"  for  bicyclists,  roUerbladers  and  skateboarders  here. 
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9.  What  is  the  most  useful  long-term  strategy  for  addressing  Bay  Area  transportation  problems? 


Comments; 

■ Improve  intemiodal  transit.  (2) 

■ Expand  BART.  (2) 

■ Create  regional  rail  connections  with  a variety  of  rail  options.  (2) 

• Include  Cyber  train. 

■ Include  HOV  lanes. 

■ Include  pricing  reforms. 

■ Apply  Federal  incentives  towards  changing  land  use  practices  that  allow  regional  control. 

■ Create  more  loft-type  communities 

■ Land  use  policies  are  a close  second  useful  strategy. 

■ Recruit  outlying  job-creation  to  downtown  Oakland  and  San  Jose,  which  have  good  transit  connections, 
don't  require  substantial  bridge  commutes,  and  can  accommodate  more  infill  constmction. 

■ Convert  under-utilized  industrial  areas  to  residential  use. 

■ Apply  Portland  style  planning  in  land  use. 

■ Focus  on  medium/high-density  mixed-use  development  near  transit,  pedestrian  and  bike-friendty’  streets. 

■ Enhance  current  bike  lanes. 

■ Expand  bike  lanes  to  roUerblades  and  skateboards. 

■ Stop  "dumb"  growth. 

■ Change  people's  perceptions  of  transportation  acceptability. 
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10.  What  is  your  main  concern  with  existing  carpool  lanes.^ 


40%-^ 


Comments: 

■ Establish  all  carpool  lanes  as  2 persons  or  more.  (4) 

■ Carpool  lanes  waste  space  on  highways  and  create  dangerous  traffic  problems.  (3) 

■ Obtain  an  offset  subsidy  for  impaa  of  casual  car-poolers  on  fixed  bus  routes.  (2) 

■ Use  carpool  lanes  for  buses/light  rail  and  commercial  transport.  (2) 

■ Add  difficulty  in  organizing/ practicality. 

■ Analyze  carpool  lanes  as  encouragement  for  new  growth  and  inducing  more  trips. 

■ Encourage  carpool  lanes  in  use. 

■ Analyze  carpool  lanes  as  encouragement  for  developers  to  develop  in  fringe  urban  areas  without  land  use 
changes  for  crowded  freeways. 

■ Consider  the  use  of  signal  systems. 

■ Improve  ingress/ egress  from  carpool  lanes. 

■ Place  HOV  lanes  on  the  right  side  of  the  road  and  use  only  for  buses. 

■ Consider  a license-based  system  permitting  1/ 5 of  commuters  to  use  carpool  lanes  one  day  a week 

■ Install  bus  pickup  spots  at  each  fi-eeway  interchange. 

■ Avoid  dilution  of  HOV  lanes;  allow  toll-paying  single-occupant  drivers  in  expanding  HOV  lanes  for 
express  bus  service. 

■ Charge  carpool  lane  users. 

■ Confirm  that  10-15%  of  carpool  lane  users  are  cheaters. 
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11.  Do  you  favor  or  oppose  expanding  the  carpool  lane  system  in  the  region  for  use  by  carpools, 
vanpools,  and  express  buses? 


Oppose 


40% 

20% 

0% 


□ Vanpools/Buses 


Comments: 

■ Convert  existing  lanes  to  HOV.  (13) 

■ Add  HOV  lanes  to  increase  capacity. 

■ Carpool  lanes  feed  the  addiction  to  automobiles. 

■ Expand  use  by  buses,  integrate  carpools  and  vanpools  into  buses. 

■ Promote  HOV  lanes  for  access  to  congestion  points  via  express  bus  use. 

■ Place  HOV  lanes  on  the  right  side  of  the  road  for  2 passengers  per  car. 

■ Expand  carpool  lanes  as  part  of  congestion  pricing. 

■ Expand  carpool  lanes  for  the  680/ Sunol  Grade. 

■ Expand  carpool  lanes,  but  not  above  other  systems. 

■ Keep  carpool  lanes  at  current  capacity. 

■ Expand  the  carpool  lane  system  if  capacity  is  high. 


Mttropolaan  Transporiaaon  Ccrrrnisskn 
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12.  Would  you  favor  or  oppose  allowing  solo  drivers  to  "buy  in"  to  uncrowded  carpool  lanes? 


80% 

60% 

40% 

20% 


Oppose  Favor 


\UCarpool  "Buy-in"  \ 72.7% 27.3% 


Comments: 

■ Defeats  purpose  of  carpools  and  is  not  economically  feasible  for  all  commuters.  (6) 

■ Direa  revenues  towards  transit  subsidies.  (4) 

■ Consider  effectuating  high-capacity  lanes  with  bus- ways  by  taking  away  lanes  to  increase  bus  ridership. 

■ Analyze  how  pricing  would  affect  SOV. 

■ Implement  if  the  cost  is  high  enough  to  limit  use  to  extremely  necessary  trips. 

■ Implement  if  HOV  is  instimted  as  an  add-on  lane. 
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13.  Which  of  the  following  would  be  the  most  effective  in  dealing  with  trucks  on  highways  and 
roads 


ClTnicks  on  Highways  42.7% 


50% 


40% 


30% 


20% 


10% 


Comments: 

■ Shift  more  freight  from  truck  to  rail.  (2) 

■ Encourage  commercial  operations  with  incentives  to  avoid  peak  hours  on  highways.  (2) 

■ Best  way  to  help  Port  of  Oakland  and  its  impaa  on  the  economy  would  be  a fareless  zone  around  the 
port  and  across  the  Bay  Bridge.  (Get  single  occupant  cars  off  the  freeway.) 

■ Build  more  capacity. 

■ Expand  existing  regional  rail  netwoik. 

■ Examine  buses  --  check  brakes,  check  recorder  to  ensure  that  no  bus  has  exceeded  the  speed  limit. 

■ Include  night  deliveries. 

■ Operate  weigh  stations  at  unannounced  odd  hours. 

■ Prohibit  use  of  CB  radios  by  tmcks  within  a 50-mile  radius  of  weigh  stations. 

■ Reduce  single  occupant  vehicles  getting  in  the  w^  of  economically  useful  trucks. 

■ Avoid  shifting  freight  from  highw^s  to  rail  due  to  inefficiencies. 

■ Require  more  intensive  testing  of  truck  drivers  to  filter  out  drivers  that  are  too  aggressive. 

■ Expand  roads. 

■ Subsidize  trains  instead  of  taxing  them. 
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14.  How  important  do  you  feel  it  would  be  to  include  "other"  items  in  the  Blueprint? 


50% 


40% 


30% 


20% 


10% 


Expansion  of  Transportatio 
roving  tow  n services  for 
trucks  Weifare  to 


Funds  to 
provide 
emergency 


Seismic 
upgrades  to 
BART  tracks 


Money  to 
make 

communities 


DNot  Important  23.8%  16.3%  16.3%  12.5%  12.5%  12.5% 

OSomewhat  Important  58.8% 32.5%  42.5%  36.3%  : 18.8% 31.3% 

mvery  Important  5.0%  37.5%  27.5%  40.0%  53.8%  41.3% 


Comments: 

■ Expand  BART  to  San  Jose  and  around  the  Bay,  also  to  Greenville  Road  in  Livermore  and  from  Civic 
Center  up  Oak  Street  toward  Golden  Gate  Bridge  in  San  Francisco. 

■ Keep  BART  at  grade  and  not  in  subway  like  SFOX. 

■ Perform  seismic  upgrades  to  BART. 

■ Avoid  seismic  upgrades  to  BART  as  it  is  above  the  necessary  standard. 

■ Keep  redundant  facilities  in  case  part  of  the  system  is  damaged  from  a natural  disaster. 

■ Explain  " emergency  transportation  services. " 

■ Keep  Welfare-to-Work  policy  separate  from  transportation  policy. 

■ Avoid  ticket  systems  that  are  complex,  expensive,  and  lead  to  increased  transit  costs  and  fares. 

■ Explain  walkable  communities  and  accessible  transit. 


Metropoliun 
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15.  Do  you  support  increased  funding  for  transportation? 


D Increased  FuncSng  SLpport  90.5%  9.5% 


Comments: 

■ Explain  the  types  of  transportation  included  here. 

■ Fund  transportation,  but  not  more  roads  and  highways.  (2) 

■ Explain  how  funds  would  be  allocated. 

■ Improve  transportation  fund  management. 


MetrofioLLxn  Transportaocn  Carrmssion 
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16.  Which  funding  mechanisms  do  you  most  support? 


nSupport  93.6%  78.2%  76.9%  71.8%  61.5%  51.3%  43.6% 

ipPo  Not  Support  6.4%  19.2%  21.8%  25.6%  32.1%  43.6%  52.6% 


Comments: 

Sales  tax  is  regressive.  (3) 

Phase  out  toll  systems.  (3) 

Consider  sales  tax  as  a last  resort.  (2) 

Add  at  least  $2/ gallon  gas  tax. 

Add  public/ private  paimerships  to  mechanisms 
Use  auto  sales  tax  revenues. 

Consider  bridge  tolls  and  gas  taxes  as  an  incentive  to  use  public  transportation. 

Force  developers  to  include  employment  sites  (business  parks,  other  buildings,  supporting  retail  and 
other  services)  as  part  of  housing  developments. 

Use  vehicle  registration  fees. 

Direct  new  or  expanded  tax  revenues  equitably  between  regions. 

Consider  bonds  as  deference  to  making  hard  decisions,  such  as  how  to  raise  revenues. 

Avoid  raising  bridge  tolls. 

Distinguish  between  variable  and  flat  bridge  tolls. 

Allocate  bridge  toll  revenues  to  bus  transit. 

Consider  gas  taxes  as  escapable,  therefore  less  regressive. 

Analyze  local  development  impart  fees  by  county. 

Consider  local  development  impact  fees  as  equitable  and  helpful  in  terms  of  internalizing  the  mitigation 
cost  of  increased  congestion  caused  by  new  development. 

Discount  or  waive  fees  on  infill  development  near  transit. 

Allocate  funding  from  local  parking  charges  (including  parking  meters)  to  transit.  Avoid  charges  for 
BART  parking  (compounds  high  fares  to  discourage  use). 

Roll  all  funding  into  one  mechanism. 


MetropoUtan  Trmspartation  Camrass 
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■ Create  some  measure  of  overall  environmental  impaa  and  economic  equity  with  the  following; 
Reduction  of  urban  sprawl;  reduction  of  roadway  congestion;  improvement  in  air  quality;  reduction  of 
energy  consumption  per  person/ mile  traveled;  and  reduction  of  regressive  taxes  (especially  sales  taxes). 

■ Use  higher  registration  fees  per  vehicle  to  cover  costs  incurred  by  the  government  for  personal  vehicle 
use  by  the  public. 
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17.  What  would  be  the  fairest  way  to  fund  expanded  local  transit  service? 


^Expansion  Funds 


General  Comments 

■ Generate  fundir^  from  several  areas,  including  registration  fees,  user  fees,  sales  tax  on  autos  and 
inspection  certification  fees. 

■ Generate  funding  from  development  fees  on  consistent  obligatory  regional  tax. 

■ Analyze  the  effea  of  development  impaa  fees  creating  cities  and  organization  addiaed  to  development 
to  survive. 

■ Earmark  bridge  tolls  to  free  bus  trips  over  bridges. 

■ Avoid  higher  fares. 

■ Providing  off-street  accommodation  for  cars  seems  to  run  about  $40,000  per  car  for  garages,  etc.  It's  hard 
for  transit  to  compete  when  cities  require  such  a huge  investment  included  with  building  a home, 
shopping  or  workplace  and  nothing  for  transit. 

■ Consider  a Bay  Area-wide  1/ 4 to  1/2  cent  sales  tax  measure  like  BARTs. 

■ Use  gas  and  sales  tax  revenues  to  subsidize  transit  fares 

Other 

■ Establish  better  and  more  equitable  distribution  of  existing  revenues  to  cost  effective  projects. 

■ Create  bonds  for  carpool  expansion. 

■ Create  more  charges  for  highway  and  bridge  auto  use. 

■ Increase  gas  taxes  and  transportation  fares. 

■ Implement  taxes  on  the  unearned  increment,  Le.,  tax  back  the  increased  land  value  from  the  building  of 
public  projeas. 

■ Generate  funds  from  vehicle  registration  fees. 
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18.  What  measures  should  be  used  to  prioritize  new  transportation  projects? 
n=Mosl  Important,  6= Least  Important) 


6 = Least  5 
Important 


l = Most 
ImpKDrtant 


Most  Important 


Least  Important 


General  Comments; 

■ Consider  benefits  in  addition  to  VMT,  including  environmental  benefits  and  decreased  congestion. 

■ Consider  upgrading  and  expanding  conventional  rail  technology. 

■ Reword  question  to  place  in  proper  context. 

■ Analyze  which  projeas  provide  the  most  benefit  for  the  least  cost. 

Other: 

■ Study  how  transportation  affects  people's  ability  to  function  in  society  equitably.  (2) 

■ Promote  livability  and  quality  of  life.  (2) 

■ Analyze  the  total  cost  of  auto  use  versus  public  transportation.  (2) 

■ Consider  appropriate  transit-oriented  land  use  issues.  (2) 

• Establish  comprehensive  systemic  planning  like  Pordand. 

■ Analyze  door-to-door  achievement  via  trunk  and  connecting  transit. 

■ Facilitate  equal  access  for  non-drivers. 

■ Create  flexibility  with  routes. 

■ Analyze  improvements  in  air  quality. 

■ Consider  opportunity  costs. 

■ Ensure  pedestrian  and  bicycle  safety. 

■ Prevent  sprawl. 
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■ Reforni  pricing. 

■ Provide  public  subsicty  per  passenger  trip. 

■ Explain  the  context  of  “reliability.” 

■ Support  multi-modal  service  for  smart  (dense)  new  development. 
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For  further  information  on  the  Blueprint,  please  contact 
project  manager  Doug  Kimsey  at  MTC: 


Tel. 


510.464.7794 


E-Mail 


dkimsev@mtc.ca.qov 


Fax 

Mail 


510.464.7848 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
101  Eighth  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
www.mtc.ca.gov 
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Background 


The  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  in  partnership  with  Bay  Area  congestion 
management  agencies  (CMA),  held  a series  of  nine  public  workshops  in  each  county  to  discuss  and 
hear  public  comment  on  the  Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  21^  Century.  The 
workshops  were  held  during  November  and  December  1999.  These  workshops  were  a follow-on  to 
a previously  held  workshop  at  MTC  on  June  16, 1999  (a  summary  of  this  workshop  was  previously 
distributed  to  attendees). 

Each  workshop  began  with  opening  remarks  from  the  MTC  Commissioner (s)  and,  in  some  cases, 
CMA  Board  member(s)  in  attendance.  Following  opening  remarks,  MTC  staff  gave  a short 
presentation  on  the  purpose  and  contents  of  the  Blueprint  (see  summary  below).  A period  of 
questions  and  comments  by  the  public  and  local  elected  officials  followed  the  staff  presentation,  and 
MTC’s  public  outreach  consultant  graphically  recorded  all  comments.  Comment  sheets  were  also 
distributed  and  then  collected  at  the  conclusion  of  the  workshop. 

This  report  summarizes  the  presentations  made  and  the  comments  received  at  the  Blueprint  public 
workshops.  In  the  appendices,  it  also  includes  the  Blueprint  public  workshop  meeting  schedule  and 
workshop  presentation  slides.  This  meeting  summary  will  be  mailed  to  attendees  of  the  workshops 
and  posted  online  on  MTC’s  website,  www.mtc.ca.gov. 

Summary  of  Blueprint  Presentation 


Overview 

The  Bay  Area  region  is  experiencing  stresses  and  strains  in  its  transportation  system.  Most  cities  and 
counties,  for  example,  are  finding  it  increasingly  difficult  to  maintain  their  streets  and  transit  systems. 
Because  of  these  pressing  needs,  MTC  adopted  a “fix-it  first”  policy  in  the  20-year,  fiscally 
constrained  1998 Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTF).  Although  the  RTF  invests  over  80  percent  of 
estimated  revenues  to  maintaining  and  sustaining  the  existing  transportation  system,  there  are  still 
remaining  roads  and  transit  shortfalls.  Furthermore,  as  the  region  continues  to  grow  dramatically 
over  the  next  20  years,  the  region  needs  to  consider  a number  of  strategic  investments  to  expand  the 
transportation  system  to  serve  this  projected  growth.  The  Blueprint  seeks  to  identify  projeCTs  and 
programs  to  address  the  next  increment  of  the  region’s  growth  with  the  next  increment  of  potential 
new  funding. 

Demographics  and  Travel  Patterns 

MTC  staff  presented  demographic  and  travel  data  on  the  fastest  growing  commute  trips  in  the 
region,  county  growth  rates,  and  travel  patterns  for  each  of  the  nine  counties.  In  terms  of  regional 
trip  patterns,  most  of  the  growth  in  intra-zone  commute  trips  occurs  in  the  outlying  areas  of  the 
region,  such  as  Vacaville/Fairfield,  Antioch/  Livermore,  and  Milpitas/Morgan  Flill.  A majority  of 
the  inter-regional  trips  are  concentrated  towards  the  Silicon  Valley,  followed  by  Santa  Rosa,  San 
Francisco,  and  the  Livermore  Valley.  When  comparing  county  versus  regional  growth  rates  over  the 
next  20  years,  it  was  found  that  Alameda  County  will  grow  at  about  the  same  rate  as  the  region; 
Contra  Costa,  Napa,  and  Solano  Counties  will  grow  faster;  Marin  and  San  Mateo  Counties  will  grow 
slower;  and  San  Francisco  and  Santa  Clara  will  moderate  over  the  long  term  compared  to  the  rest  of 
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the  region.  Travel  patterns  for  each  county  were  presented  to  show  how  trips  would  change  in 
^various  travel  corridors  within  the  county  over  the  next  20  years. 

Blueprint  Trunkline  Systems 

MTC,  with  input  from  the  CMAs  and  regional  transit  operators,  developed  an  extensive  list  of 
candidate  Blueprint  projects.  These  candidate  Blueprint  projects  were  organized  into  four  trunkline 
systems—  rail  expansion,  rapid  bus  service  expansion,  rapid  water  transit,  and  other  roadway,  transit 
and  non-motorized  improvements.  An  evaluation  of  these  trunkline  systems  was  completed  to 
determine  the  relative  cost-effectiveness  and  performance  of  these  projects. 

MTC  staff  provided  preliminary  cost  information  for  each  of  the  trunkline  systems.  For  rail 
projects,  the  estimated  cost  is  $7.9  billion  in  today’s  dollars,  and  would  cost  $3.6  billion  to  operate 
for  20  years,  with  an  operating  subsidy  per  new  rider  of  $15.  For  bus  projects,  the  estimated  cost  is 
$600  million,  the  20-year  operating  cost  is  $2.4  billion,  and  the  operating  subsidy  is  $4.50  per  new 
rider.  For  ferry  projects,  the  estimated  cost  is  $400  million,  20-year  operating  cost  is  $1.7  billion, 
and  operating  subsidy  is  $60  per  new  rider. 

Additionally,  preliminary  findings  revealed  several  promising  projects  that  performed  well  according 
to  the  number  of  transit  riders  carried.  The  promising  rail  extensions  projects  range  from  the 
Caltrain  Rapid  Rail  to  the  Fremont-South  Bay  Rail  to  Muni  Metro  Chinatown  Extension.  New 
rapid  bus  services  utilizing  FIOV  lanes  and  high  tech  buses  such  as  the  Golden  Gate  Transit  service 
from  Marin  to  San  Francisco,  Muni  service  to  Mission/Bay  View,  AC  Transit  service  from  West 
Contra  Costa  to  Oakland/Berkeley,  and  VTA  service  from  Fremont  BART  to  Silicon  Valley  also 
performed  well.  Upgraded  or  new  ferry  services  like  the  Richmond  to  San  Francisco/Mission 
Bay/South  San  Francisco  service.  Larkspur  to  San  Francisco  service,  and  Vallejo  to  San  Francisco 
service  also  demonstrated  high  performance.  And,  lastly,  some  promising  highway  projects  include 
Route  101  HOV  lanes  and  interchanges  in  Sonoma  County,  Route  101  auxiliary  lane  in  Santa  Clara 
County,  widening  of  Railroad  Avenue  east  in  Contra  Costa  County,  and  Doyle  Drive  replacement  in 
San  Francisco.  Other  important  regional  projects  include  the  TransLink®  universal  transit  ticketing 
system,  24-hour  lifeline  transit,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  facilities,  and  MTC’s  Transportation  for 
Livable  Communities  program. 

As  a sensitivity  analysis,  MTC  assessed  the  effects  of  land  use  changes  and  parking  charges  on 
forecasts  for  the  year  2020.  For  the  land  use  analysis,  regional  growth  factors  were  applied  to 
existing  Bay  Area  land  use  patterns.  This  had  the  effea  of  concentrating  population  and 
employment  in  the  urban  areas  and  decreasing  this  growth  in  suburban  and  rural  areas  in  the  region. 
For  parking  charges,  a $2.60  fee  was  charged  on  parking  spaces  at  work  sites.  The  analysis  found 
that  providing  more  infill  growth  in  urbanized  areas  or  adding  parking  charges  improves  transit  use, 
which  reduces  projected  vehicle  trips,  vehicle  miles  traveled  and  vehicle  hours  of  delay. 

RTF  AND  Blueprint  Expansion  Projects  by  County 

MTC  staff  presented  an  overview  of  the  total  expenditures  by  county  in  the  1998  Regional 
Transportation  Plan,  noting  that  most  of  the  RTF  road  and  expansion  projeas  are  being  funded  by 
voter-approved  sales  tax  measures.  Although  there  is  a substantial  amount  of  RTF  investmerts, 
many  needed  expansion  projects  are  not  addressed  in  the  RTF.  As  part  of  the  Blueprint  process, 
each  county  has  compiled  a robust  list  of  candidate  Blueprint  expansion  projeas  to  address  future 
transportation  needs.  While  the  Blueprint  will  accelerate  some  RTF  Track  1 projects,  most  of  these 
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candidate  Blueprint  projects  are  well  over  and  beyond  those  projeas  and  programs  contained  in  the 
RTF.  More  importantly,  assuming  each  county  has  an  approved  sales  tax  measure,  the  total  cost  of 
the  Blueprint  projects  exceeds  the  total  estimated  sales  tax  revenue  to  be  generated  within  each 
county  over  the  next  20  years  so  difficult  choices  will  need  to  be  made. 

Concluding  Comment 

MTC’s  challenge  is  to  develop  a Blueprint  plan  that  merges  the  interests  of  all  nine  Bay  Area 
counties  and  can  generate  regionwide  support  for  increasing  transportation  revenues  to  fund  high 
priority  transportation  projects  and  programs. 

Where  we  go  from  here: 

• Assess  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  Blueprint  Project  Notebook-, 

• Consider  comments  in  the  Evalution  Report;  and 

• Develop  Blueprint  Report  by  April  2000. 

Summary  of  Blueprint  Public  Workshop  Comments 


Missing  Items 

• More  funding  for  bikes 

• More  attention  to  funding  for  expanded  local  transit  service 

Evaluation  Questions:  want  more  detail  on  project  level  information  related  to 

• Transit  ridership  estimates 

• Cost  effectiveness 

• Impact  on  sprawl 

• Impact  on  low  income  households 

• General  environmental  impacts 

Concerns  with  Package  Evaluation:  need  more  clarification  on  how  projects  were  evaluated 

• Ferry  subsidy  seems  too  high 

• Rail  package  should  be  adjusted  to  show  cost  effectiveness  of  individual  projects 

• Why  different  new  rider  thresholds  per  package  (i.e.,  why  2,550  for  bus  and  1,000  for  rail?) 

Sources  of  New  Revenues 

• Some  support  for  gas  tax  over  sales  tax 

• Some  supported  user  fees,  such  as  offered  by  HOT  lanes 

Requests  to  Add  Projects  to  Candidate  List 

• Commuter  rail  loop  in  South  Bay  in  lieu  of  BART  to  San  Jose 

• Dumbarton  Commuter  Rail;  different  configuration  from  MTC  alignment 

• HOT  lanes  in  Marin  County  instead  of  HOV 

• Expand  Vasco  Road  in  eastern  Contra  Costa  Co. 

• Rapid  bus  in  some  additional  corridors 

• Ferry  service  to  additional  terminals  (e.g.  Hamilton,  San  Quentin  in  Marin  Co). 
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Sonoma  County 


The  Sonoma  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  Sonoma  Coimty  Transportation  Authority  was 
held  on  Thursday,  November  4,  1999  from  6 pm  - 8 pm  at  the  Sonoma  County  Administration 
Center.  About  35  community  members  were  in  attendance. 

Rail  Improvements 

■ Utilize  existing  rail  right  of  way  for  commuter  rail  from  Sonoma  to  Port  Sonoma 

■ Develop  rail  corridors  to  include  bicycle  trails 

■ Rail  is  not  economically  feasible 

■ Provide  an  efficient  alternative  to  the  automobile  for  local  and  regional  transportation 

■ Develop  rail  to  Sausalito 

■ Golden  Gate  Bridge  is  vulnerable  to  earthquakes 

■ Larkspur  is  a barrier  to  rail 

Highways,  Streets  & Roads  Improvements 

■ It  is  impossible  to  build  an  adequate  transportation  solution,  there  needs  to  be  more 
comprehensive  “preventative  medicine”  (i.e.,  transportation  demand  management) 

■ Look  at  improving  east-west  connections  serving  Sonoma  from  US  101  and  1-80 

■ Compare  public  costs  per  vehicle-mile  associated  with  transit  vs.  car  trips  along  US  101  from 
North  Santa  Rosa  to  Petaluma 

■ Additional  traffic  signals,  one-way  streets,  etc.  result  in  more  traffic  delays 

■ Road  surface  improvements  are  public  investments  in  personal  vehicles  - local  jurisdictions  need 
to  step  forward  with  support 

■ The  average  family  spends  $8,000/  year  on  their  personal  vehicles,  this  discretionary  income 
could  be  reinvested  in  the  local  economy  if  viable  transit  options  were  available 

■ Use  MTC’s  funding  authority  to  reduce  vehicle  miles  traveled 

■ HOV  lanes  are  worthwhile  public  investments 

■ Improve  US  101/SR  37  interchange 

■ Consider  alternate  conneaions  between  SR  12  and  SR37  such  as  Skaggs  Island  Road  and  Ramal 
Road 

Ferry  Improvements 

• Increase  emphasis  on  ferry  service  to  Port  Sonoma  and  Hamilton  Airfields 

■ Provide  a ferry  connection  at  Point  San  Quentin 

Other 

■ Test  and  understand  commuter  opinions  and  preferences  with  a comprehensive  survey 

■ SCTA’s  Vision  2020  document  is  an  excellent  plan 

Written  Comments 

These  written  comments  were  received  following  the  meeting  on  comment  sheets.  The  following  is 
a summary  of  the  main  points. 

■ Consider  an  alternate  route  to  Sears  Point  from  Napa  and  from  northern  Solano  commumties  to 
complement  the  Routes  37/21  Intersection  Improvements  proposed  in  the  RTP  for  Sonoma 
County  and  relieve  congestion  at  the  121/12/116  and  Bonneau  Road  junction. 
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Consider  realignment  to  Skaggs  Island  Road  to  relieve  congestion  at  the  121/12/116  and 
Bonneau  Road  junction. 

Consider  improvements  and  re-alignments  to  roads  parallel  to  Hwy  101  between  Novato  and 
Santa  Rosa  to  mitigate  congestion. 

Consider  a Route  121  alternative  roadway  alongside  the  existing  railroad  right-of-way  from  37  at 
Sears  Point  to  18'^  St.  and  12  intersection  in  Sonoma. 

Consider  a new  road  along  the  existing  rail  road  right-of-way  from  Hwy  21  and  8'^  Street  to 
Route  29. 

Realize  that  urban  areas  cannot  funaion  without  transit  that  operates  around  the  clock  7 days  a 
week 

Operations  and  maintenance  money  in  the  RTP  can  vary  if  the  current  transportation  system 
becomes  more  efficient  through  improvements  to  transit. 

Utilize  rail  for  long  distance  commuting. 

Transportation  solutions  need  to  be  linked  with  sound  land  use  policies  to  be  effective. 
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Alameda  County 


The  Alameda  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  Alameda  County  Congestion  Management 

Agency,  was  held  on  Monday,  November  8,  1999  from  7 pm  - 9 pm  at  the  Joseph  P.  Bort 

MetroCenter.  Over  90  community  members  were  in  attendance. 

General  Blueprint  Comments 

■ Threshold  numbers  for  Blueprint  prioritization  criteria  should  be  equal  across  modes 

■ Address  sprawl  in  project  selection  criteria 

■ Perform  a land  use  sensitivity  analysis  for  each  project 

■ Establish  measurable  goals  for  Blueprint  transit  improvements  and  make  certain  that  future 
projects  support  these  goals 

■ Emphasize  projects  that  increase  the  convenience  of  the  transportation  system 

■ Hold  region-wide  meetings  to  look  at  the  Blueprint  as  a whole 

Rail  Improvements 

General 

■ Improve  transit  services  to  create  connections  between  Fremont  and  San  Francisco  without  any 
transfers 

■ Improve  the  conneaion  between  Caltrain  and  BART  - evaluate  the  impacts  of  Proposition  H 
and  the  Downtown  Extension  project. 

■ Research  the  possibility  of  developing  a transit  hub  in  Union  City  connecting  A.C.E.  trains, 
BART  and  a trolley  across  the  Bay  using  the  Dumbarton  Bridge  to  Palo  Alto  and  Menlo  Park 

■ Grade  separate  the  Union  Pacific  “4G”  line  so  that  it  can  connect  with  BART  at  grade. 

Commuter  Rail 

■ Expand  commuter  rail  services  (A.C.E.,  Capitol  Corridor,  Dumbarton  Rail) 

■ Double-track  and  elevate  Alviso  line 

■ Consider  light  rail  on  the  Bay  Bridge 

■ Reduce  A.C.E.  fares  (e.g.,  cut  price  in  half)  to  make  it  more  affordable/ accessible  to  more  riders 

■ Develop  an  A.C.E.  stop  in  Santa  Clara 

■ Develop  high-speed  commuter  rail  between  Modesto  and  destinations  in  Silicon  Valley 

■ Acquire  right-of-way  in  the  1-580  corridor  for  future  transportation  improvements  including 
commuter  rail. 

■ Maintain  Caltrain  rights-of-way  for  future  expansion  possibilities 

■ Electrify  Caltrain 
BART 

■ Fund  necessary  seismic  upgrades  for  BART 

■ Eliminate  2 at-grade  crossings  at  Stockton  Avenue  and  Lindzen  Avenue  to  improve  safety  and 
allow  less  expensive  at  grade  BART  rather  than  expensive  subways 

• Guide  “1876  Process”  to  extend  BART  into  Livermore 

■ Extend  BART  to  San  Jose  - it  is  key  to  the  Bay  Area  transit  system.  Extensions  should  be 
phased  to  build  ridership  and  farebox  recovery.  Run  express  trains  from  San  Jose  to  San 
Francisco 

• Encourage  local  communities  to  commit  to  land  use  improvements  around  current  and  future 
BART  stations 

■ Consider  the  funding  impacts  and  effectiveness  of  BART  extensions  compared  to  other 
commuter  rail  improvements 
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Highways,  Streets  & Roads  Improvements 

■ H.O.T.  lanes  are  unfair  - make  sure  that  there  is  capacity  on  HOV  lanes  before  allowing  toll 
users 

■ Build  a new  Caldecott  Tunnel  bore  to  Alameda 

■ Consider  variable  carpool  lanes 

■ Develop  direct  access  to  the  Richmond  Bridge  from  the  Bay  Bridge 

■ Widen  the  1-80  W to  1-580  E/I-880  S connector  to  3-lanes  to  reduce  the  bottleneck 

■ Utilize  transit  improvements  instead  of  developing  a fourth  bore  to  the  Caldecott  Tunnel 

Bus  Improvements 

■ Increase  hours  of  service 

■ Develop  “pre-pay  infrastructure”  at  bus  stations  (e.g.,  Brazil) 

■ Fund  increased  skeletal  bus  service  connections  to  BART 

■ Develop  Rapid  Bus  Service  from  Concord  to  Dublin,  Livermore  to  Bishop’s  Ranch,  and  From 
Contra  Costa  County  to  the  Tri-Valley  area  and  Silicon  Valley. 

■ Increase  funding  for  replacement  rolling  stock 

■ Expand  Universal  Transit  Pass  program  to  all  Bay  Area  transit  systems 

Ferry  Improvements 

■ Cost  of  ferry  services  is  too  high 

■ Increase  ferry  service  and  infrastructure  for  earthquake  preparedness 

■ Develop  ferry  services  to  the  new  baseball  stadium  in  San  Francisco 

■ Proposed  ferry  projects  do  not  meet  environmental  or  equity  criteria 

■ Carefully  consider  origins  and  destinations  of  ferry  services  - focus  on  highest  value 

Bicycle /Pedestrian  Improvements 

■ Emphasize  safety  for  bicycles  and  pedestrians  in  future  roadway  and  transit  projects 

■ Develop  better  bicycle  connections  to  transit  (e.g.,  shuttles) 

■ Emphasize  bicycle  use  for  short  trips  to  increase  environmentally  harmful  “cold  starts” 

■ Include  more  bicycle  projects  in  the  Blueprint  for  leverage  in  future  funding  allocations 

■ Develop  bicycle  accommodations  (e.g.,  lockers,  safe  paring,  etc.)  in  all  public  buildings 

■ Increase  funding  for  bicycle  projects  and  other  T.L.C.  projeas 

■ Incorporate  bicycle  use  and  trips  in  transportation  modeling 

Funding 

■ Utilize  strategies  used  in  securing  funding  for  Boston’s  “Big  Dig”  project  to  increase  funding 
availability  in  the  Bay  Area 

■ Institute  user  fees  to  generate  funds  (e.g.,  regional  pricing,  gas  tax,  H.O.T.  lanes) 

■ Endorse  gas  tax  rather  than  sales  tax  as  a revenue  source 

■ Develop  political  leadership  to  educate  voters  and  develop  support  for  funding  measures 

■ Pricing  strategies  are  difficult  to  implement 

Other  Comments 

■ Reexamine  trip  projections  for  accuracy 

■ Realize  that  consolidated  transit  projects  will  increase  their  efficiency 

■ Emphasize  cooperation  between  necessary  stakeholders  to  accomplish  blueprint  goals 

■ Disaggregate  ridership  and  funding  figures 
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■ Educate  and  lobby  to  build  political  support  for  good  projeas  that  are  currently  not  in  favor 

■ Include  air  travel  in  Blueprint  projects,  improve  conneaions  to/from  airports  and  between 
airports 

Written  Comments 

These  written  comments  were  received  following  the  meeting  on  comment  sheets.  The  following  is 
a summary  of  the  main  points. 

• Prioritize  projects  that  provide  viable  transportation  alternatives  to  the  private  automobile  in 
currently  underserved  communities 

■ Promote  high  density  development  near  transit  hubs 

■ Focus  on  connectivity  between  transit  systems  make  these  connections  time-efficient 

■ Consider  free/lower  cost  transit  to  encourage  ridership 

■ Promote  bicycle  and  pedestrian  access 

■ Support  commuter  and  light  rail  service  throughout  the  Bay  Area,  do  not  support  additional 
ferry  service,  BART  extension  to  San  Jose,  or  widening  of  any  highways  or  bridges 

■ Consider  commuter  rail  from  Richmond  through  Oakland,  Hayward,  Newark,  Fremont  and  on 
to  San  Jose 

■ Improve  connections  between  the  San  Jose  Airport,  VTA  and  BART  transit  systems. 

■ Consider  a North  Livermore  BART  station 

■ Widen  Hwy.  238  to  1-880  interchange  to  4 lanes  in  each  direction 

■ Focus  on  inter-county  trips,  enhance  bicycle  and  transit  network  to  address  these  shorter  trips, 
especially  in  Northern  Alameda  County 

■ Improve  coordination  between  transit  systems  - routes,  scheduling  and  ticketing 

■ Limit  freeway  expansion,  it  cannot  solve  our  problems 

■ Emphasize  land  use  improvements  - promote  urban  infill  vs.  suburban  sprawl. 

■ Eliminate  grade  crossings  for  commuter  rail  to  increase  safety 

■ Electrify  Caltrain 

■ Double  track  the  Union  Pacific  Line 

■ Look  for  private  funding  sources,  use  time  savings  as  an  incentive. 

■ Create  a freeway  connection  to  101  from  the  Dumbarton  Bridge  to  decrease  the  congestion 
through  East  Palo  Alto  neighborhoods. 

■ Implement  Intelligent  T ransportation  Systems  (e.g. , time  to  next  bus,  bus-to-bus  communication 
for  timed  transfers,  etc.)  for  bus  services 

■ Develop  a subscription  bus  program  for  businesses  to  sponsor  transit  services 

■ Improve  bus  stops  (e.g.,  shelters,  benches,  emergency  phones,  pay  stations,  etc.) 

■ Increase  money  to  bus  operations  - (regional  routes,  extended  service  hours,  free  service  during 
peak  hours  in  congested  corridors,  etc.) 

■ Consider  alternative  fuel  vehicles  for  transit 
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Santa  Clara  County 


The  Santa  Clara  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Transportation 

Authority,  was  held  on  Monday,  November  15, 1999  from  7 pm  - 9 pm  at  the  City  of  Santa  Clara 

Council  Chambers.  Over  120  community  members  were  in  attendance.  The  workshop  was 

videotaped  and  broadcasted  on  Channel  15  in  the  City  of  Santa  Clara. 

General  Blueprint  Comments 

■ Utilize  a valid  transportation  system  model  to  evaluate  candidate  projects. 

■ Rate  projects  according  to  their  cost  per  new  rider,  impact  on  the  environment 

■ Consider  smaller,  shorter-term  improvements  to  mobility  and  access  to  local  services  not  just 
regional  projects 

■ Rigorously  analyze  the  effectiveness  of  transit  projects  as  it  relates  to  goods  movement, 
commuter  movement,  etc. 

■ Look  at  transit  improvements  to  the  East  Valley  area,  1 in  3 V.T.A.  customers  board  in  this 
region,  and  there  is  anticipated  growth  in  population  and  jobs  in  the  area. 

Rail  Improvements 

General 

■ Explore  a joint  powers  agreement  or  regional  rail  authority  to  facilitate  the  coordination  and 
extension  of  existing  rail  services  around  the  Bay. 

■ Rail  encourages  localized  development 

■ Create  a dedicated  funding  source  for  rail  projects 

■ Develop  multi-modal  connections  to  improve  linkage  between  transit  networks,  especially  bus  to 
rail  connections 

Commuter  Rail 

■ Increase  frequency  of  service  and  capacity  for  Caltrain  and  other  commuter  rail  services. 

■ Electrify  Caltrain  and  other  commuter  rail  networks  to  increase  speeds  to  110  mph. 

■ Create  a “South  Bay  Loop”  of  commuter  rail  using  existing  track. 

■ Consider  electric  rail  across  the  Bay  Bridge 

■ Dumbarton  rail  service  will  improve  commuter  connections  to  both  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara 
Counties. 

BART 

• BART  to  San  Jose  is  not  cost  efficient.  Its  benefits  do  not  outweigh  what  you  must  forego 
because  of  its  funding  impacts. 

■ Use  existing  rail  infrastruaure  rather  than  develop  costly  new  BART  extensions 

Highways,  Streets  & Roads  Improvements 

■ Compensate  for  the  historical  funding  imbalance  towards  roadway  improvements  by  increasing 
future  funding  for  transit  improvements 

■ Develop  soundwalls  and  make  improvements  on  the  Central  Expressway 

■ Complete  the  Highway  17/San  Felippe  projects 

■ Increasing  roadway  lanes  is  traffic  inducing,  it  does  not  solve  the  problem 

(e.g..  Highway  85)  while  decreasing  lanes  does  not  lead  to  increased  congestions  (e.g.,  Central 
Freeway  demolition  in  San  Francisco) 

■ HOV  lanes  increase  single  occupancy  vehicles  on  the  road  more  than  they  increase  the  number 
of  carpools. 
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Bus  Improvements 

■-  Increase  the  use  of  shuttle  buses  to  connect  people  to  large  destinations,  especially  airports 

■ Bus  rapid  transit  is  the  most  cost-effeaive  project  per  new  rider  because  it  utilizes  existing 
infrastructure  resources. 

Ferry  Improvements 

■ Ferry  systems  will  increase  the  Bay  Area’s  earthquake  preparedness 

■ Ferry  services  are  too  expensive  and  detrimental  to  the  environment 

■ Ferries  are  an  alternative  to  the  existing  “roads”  paradigm,  it  deserves  a closer  look 

Bicycle  Improvements 

■ Increase  bicycle  trails,  boulevards,  and  routes 

■ Increase  the  availability  and  capacity  of  bicycle  facilities  on  existing  transit  facilities 

■ Bicycles  are  the  most  environmentally  friendly  commute  option 

■ Consider  a “bicycle  express  bus” 

■ Electric  bicycles  are  available  at  www.evgm.com 

Other  Comments 

■ Develop  disincentives  to  single  occupancy  vehicles  such  as  road  pricing,  higher  gas  taxes  and 
parking  fees 

■ Develop  incentive  to  ridesharing  and  transit  use  such  as  developing  carpool  infrastructure, 
ridematching  database  linked  to  vehicle  registration  at  the  D.M.V.,  employer  incentives,  bus 
lanes,  parking  cash  out,  etc. 

■ Encourage  transit  friendly  land  use  patterns 

■ Consider  a revenue  neutral  shift  from  sales  taxes 

■ Utilize  gasoline  taxes  to  fund  transit  improvements 

■ Leverage  the  eco-pass  concept  to  encourage  transit  use 

■ Increase  large  employer  involvement  in  planning  processes 

Written  Comments 

These  written  comments  were  received  following  the  meeting  on  comment  sheets.  The  following  is 

a summary  of  the  main  points. 

■ Increase  relationship  between  transit  investments  and  land  use,  encourage  jobs  housing  balance 
through  public  education  and  public  policy  involvement. 

■ Encourage  prompt,  productive  use  of  existing  rail  transit  resources,  discourage  continued 
investment  in  costly,  “trophy”  rail  projects  such  as  BART  extensions. 

■ Provide  leadership  in  developing  a Regional  Rail  Authority  to  develop  a regional  rail  program 
that  coordinates  existing  rail  resources  in  a quickly  implemented,  sensible  and  cost-efficient 
program. 

■ Utilize  existing  commuter  rail  to  extend  BART  through  feeder  services  and  timed  conneaions. 

■ Increase  frequency  of  service  on  ACE  train,  Caltrain  to  Gilroy,  and  Capitol  Corridor  trains  from 
Oakland  to  San  Jose. 

■ Use  rail  to  connect  northern  counties  to  the  Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal 

■ Eliminating  the  Bart  to  San  Jose  project  will  practically  eliminate  the  budget  shortfalls  for 
Candidate  Blueprint  Projects  for  Santa  Clara  County 
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■ Parking  cash  out  policies  have  been  very  successful  locally  and  in  other  parts  of  the  country  in 
reducing  the  number  of  cars  being  used  to  get  to  work.  These  policies  can  be  applied  at  the 
workplace  and  at  large  apartment  complexes.  Refer  to  Patrick  Siegman’s  article  “How  to  Get 
Paid  to  Bike  to  Work:  A Guide  to  Low-traffic,  High-profit  Development.” 

■ Light  rail  and  rail  projeas  in  general  are  less  cost-effeaive,  slower,  lower  capacity,  generate  fewer 
jobs,  and  hurt  low-income  people  more  than  a bus  services.  Bus  transit  is  more  realistic  than  rail 
reference  “Myths  of  light-Rail  Transit”  by  James  V.  DeLong. 

■ Develop  multi-mode  transit  concept  developing  multiple  speed  rail  corridors. 

■ Address  the  problem  of  overpopulation  and  industry  locating  away  from  transit  resources. 

■ Toll  roads  are  inequitable  distributions  of  state  funds. 

■ Develop  a Port  Authority  in  North  San  Jose  or  on  the  Guadalupe  River  in  the  Alviso  District  to 
facilitate  Bay  Area  water  transportation,  (see  full  proposal  from  Robert  Gross) 

■ Consider  improvements  to  Highway  101  in  the  South  Counties  especially  the  Coyote  Valley 
Parkway  interchange. 

■ Resurface  bike  route  from  Hellyer  Park  in  San  Jose  to  Morgan  Hill 

■ Improve  walkways  and  bikeways  to  transit  stops  so  that  users  can  access  them  without  a car. 

■ Limit  highway  expansion  projects  to  bottleneck  elimination 

■ Focus  on  regional  rail  connections 

■ Expand  rapid  bus  projects  to  urban  and  suburban  areas 
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Napa  County 


The  Napa  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  Napa  County  Transportation  Planning  Agency 
was  held  on  Wednesday,  November  17,  1999  from  5 pm  - 6 pm  at  the  Yountville  Town  Hall 
Council  Chambers.  About  five  community  members  were  in  attendance. 

Highways,  Streets  & Roads  Improvements 

■ Improve  Jameson  Canyon  Road 

■ Develop  transportation  demand  management  strategies  to  limit  the  number  of  cars/ congestion 
on  the  Bay  Bridge 

■ Look  into  more  efficient  ways  to  collea  bridge  tolls,  or  eliminate  it,  to  reduce  traffic  delays  and 
operating  costs 

Transit  Improvements 

■ Limit  automobile  dependency  in  the  county  by  increasing  transit  availability  - this  is  central  to 
the  County’s  Strategic  Transportation  Plan  (STP) 

■ Coordinate  the  County’s  transportation  priorities  as  defined  in  the  STP  with  the  Blueprint 

■ Develop  a transit  hub  either  in  Napa  or  Vallejo  to  connect  the  county  with  the  rest  of  the  Bay 
Area 

■ Develop  a shared  transit  pass  that  will  work  across  transit  agencies 
Other  Comments 

■ Available  water  resources  limits  the  county’s  growth  potential 

■ Encourage  efficiencies  across  the  transportation  agencies  in  the  county  and  the  region 

■ SCA3  could  provide  additional  funding  opportunities 
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Contra  Costa  County 


The  Contra  Costa  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  Contra  Costa  Transportation  Authority 
was  held  on  Wednesday,  November  17, 1999  from  7 pm  - 9 pm  at  the  Contra  Costa  Transportation 
Authority.  About  40  community  members  were  in  attendance. 

Rail  Improvements 

• Provide  rail  service  to  east  county  communities 

■ Develop  a commuter/light  rail  service  from  Richmond  to  Crockett  across  the  Carquinez  Bridge 

■ BART  is  too  expensive  per  vehicle  mile 

■ Run  a Capitol  Corridor  service  to  Reno,  especially  in  the  winter  time 

■ Start  a sleeper  train  service  to  Los  Angeles  from  the  Bay  Area 

■ Extend  BART  and  Caltrain  to  the  Great  Mall  in  Milpitas  to  create  a connection  to  VTA’s  light 
rail  system 

■ Electrify  Caltrain  and  increase  service  to  provide  15-minute  headways 

■ Extend  BART  to  Richmond  Parkway  and  Jameson  Canyon  Road 

■ Provide  commuter  rail  service  to  the  Vallejo  Ferry  Terminal 

■ 3-track  the  mainline  of  commuter  rail  and  make  it  grade  separated  to  allow  for  express  rail 
services. 

■ BART  has  inherent  design  faults  because  it  does  not  have  track  for  express  trains  and  the 
different  guage  track  prevents  freight  rail  from  using  it  - commuter  rail  networks  should  be 
improved  instead 

Highways,  Streets  & Roads  Improvements 

• Focus  on  the  continuity  of  HOV  lanes  - connect  Hwy  4 to  Hwy  242  and  on  to  1680  with 
freeway-to-freeway  ramps  (i.e.,  flyovers) 

■ Expand  Vasco  Road  to  improve  north  south  access  in  the  county 

■ Fund  safety  improvements  on  Highway  4 

■ Improve  existing  system  management  to  reduce  congestion  and  increase  efficiency  of  existing 
infrastructure 

■ Increase  park  and  ride  lot  infrastructure  to  support  HOV  lanes 

■ Utilize  changeable  message  signs  to  improve  traffic  management 

■ Create  a reversible  toll  road  on  the  Sunol  Grade 

Bus  Improvements 

■ Improve  the  reliability  and  connectivity  of  existing  bus  system 

■ Ridership  increase  criteria  to  evaluate  bus  projects  is  too  stringent,  more  bus  projects  should  be 
considered 

■ Improve  coordination  between  Bay  Area  county  bus  systems 

■ Extend  bus  services  to  24-hour/day  to  help  welfare-to-work  projects 

■ Rapid  bus  systems  are  more  efficient  and  more  flexible  than  rail  systems 

■ Increase  County  Connection  bus  service 

Bicycle  Improvements 

■ Improve  bicycle  safety  with  bike  lanes  on  existing  and  future  roads 

■ Identify  a bicycle-pedestrian  coordinator  at  each  county  to  facilitate  regional  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  planning 
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■ Develop  and  fund  regional  plans  for  bicycle  routes 

'■  Increase  bicycle  capacity  on  Caltrain  - make  it  more  like  the  bicycle  capacity  on  A.C.E.  trains 
Land  Use  Planning 

■ Begin  with  responsible  land  use  planning  - transportation  improvements  are  most  effective 
when  integrated  with  transit-friendly  land  use  patterns 

■ New  County  government  offices  should  be  located  to  have  adequate  access  to  transit  services 

■ Utilize  growth  management  strategies  to  create  sustainable  developments  that  consider  the 
capacity  of  the  land  to  limit  development 

■ Charge  MT C with  responsibility  to  coordinate  land  use  and  transportation  policies  regionally 

■ Encourage  land  uses  that  favor  transit  over  roads 

Other 

• Involve  east  county  in  creative  transportation  solutions 

■ Show  the  cost-effectiveness  of  each  project 

■ Consider  the  impact  on  low-income  populations  of  each  project  in  selection  criteria 

■ Market  time-savings  to  gather  support  for  transit  improvement  projects  from  the  business 
community 

■ MTC  needs  to  provide  leadership  in  developing  and  funding  realistic  traffic  solutions 
Written  Comments 

These  written  comments  were  received  following  the  meeting  on  comment  sheets.  The  following  is 
a summary  of  the  main  points. 

■ Incorporate  park  and  ride  infrastructure  into  all  HOV  projects  to  encourage  ridesharing 

■ Auxiliary  lanes  on  1-680  will  exacerbate  traffic  unless  main  line  traffic  is  addressed 

■ Allocate  blueprint  funds  on  the  criteria  of  which  projeas  generate  the  “highest  and  best  use”  - 
make  it  public  policy  in  the  Public  Utilities  Code. 
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Marin  County 


The  Marin  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  Marin  County  Congestion  Management  Agency 
was  held  on  Thursday,  December  2, 1999  from  7:30  pm  - 9:30  pm  at  the  San  Rafael  City  Hall.  Over 
50  community  members  were  in  attendance. 

Overall  Blueprint  Comments 

■ Articulate  the  goals  of  the  Blueprint  in  a more  detailed  fashion 

■ The  Blueprint  should  focus  on  improving  the  quality  of  life 

■ Make  information  and  data  regarding  each  project  and  projections  more  accessible 

■ Define  concrete  measures  of  success  (e.g.,  20%  bicycle/pedestrian  trips  by  2020) 

■ Consider  the  special  charaaer  of  Marin  when  designing  transportation  systems  - high  tourism, 
1/3  of  the  county  is  open  space,  history  as  a train  corridor. 

■ Address  non-commute  trips 

■ Design  communities  in  a fashion  to  reduce  automobile  trips 

■ Look  at  ways  to  manage  demand  for  transportation 

■ Educate  the  community  about  the  social  equity  impacts  of  various  funding  sources  - sales  tax 
measures  are  regressive 

Rail  Improvements 

■ Consider  private  rail  services 

■ Compare  rail  projects  for  cost  effectiveness  - NWP,  currently  being  studied,  should  be  more 
cost-effective  than  BART 

Highways,  Streets  & Roads  Improvements 

■ Fill  the  gap  in  the  HOV  lane  on  Highway  lOlbetween  Petaluma  and  Santa  Rosa 

■ Consider  toll  HOV  lanes  because  it  generates  revenue  for  other  transportation  systems  and 
helps  manage  transportation  demand. 

■ Focus  on  HOV  gap  closure  between  SR  37  and  the  Petaluma  bridge 

■ Fix  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  before  building  the  new  Bay  Bridge 

■ Reduce  commute  congestion  on  Highway  101,  the  area  between  Sonoma  and  Marin  has  very 
little  transit  service 

Bus  Improvements 

■ Bus  projects  are  less  expensive  that  rail 

■ Make  transit  more  affordable 

■ Encourage  increased  Golden  Gate  Transit  services 

■ Improve  pedestrian  safety  around  bus  stops  - do  not  put  stops  on  freeways 

■ Develop  an  express  bus  service  between  Sonoma  and  Marin  counties 

Ferry  Improvements 

■ Use  Larkspur  and  Vallejo  as  good  example  of  how  to  build  ferry  ridership  in  new  areas 
(especially  Novato) 

■ Ferries  have  a relatively  fast  expansion  time 

■ Ferry  routes  are  very  mobile  and  can  be  modified  easily 

■ Show  how  many  bus  riders  would  become  ferry  riders  in  the  future 
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■ Consider  the  environmental  impaas  and  emissions  from  the  ferry  boats.  Use  BAAQMD  as  a 
organization  to  get  maritime  emissions  limitations 

■ Create  a Bay  model  for  transportation  like  the  one  used  in  Sausalito 

■ Creates  better  links  form  Marin  to  Caltrain 

■ Can  help  to  relieve  the  burden  from  commuters  into  San  Francisco 

■ Develop  an  enhanced  service  with  more  boats  and  additional  routes  from  Port  Sonoma 

Bicycle  Improvements 

■ Consider  bicycle  transit  along  historical  transit  corridors  (e.g.,  a north-south  bicycle  corridor 
between  the  Navato  Narrows  or  from  the  Santa  Rosa  Transit  Center  to  the  Larkspur  Ferry) 

■ Need  to  invest  more  money  into  bicycles 

■ Bicycle  and  pedestrian  facilities  should  be  incorporated  into  all  blueprint  projects 
Other 

■ Consider  variable  pricing  on  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 

■ Consider  developing  a new  airport  along  SR  37 

■ Consider  a gasoline  tax  to  increase  funding 

■ Charge  a toll  at  the  Marin/Sonoma  Line 

■ Develop  transportation  system  management  strategies  (TSM)  to  make  existing  infrastructure 
more  efficient 
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Solano  County 


The  Solano  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  Solano  Transportation  Authority  was  held  on 
Wednesday,  December  8, 1999  from  6 pm  - 8 pm  at  the  Suisun  City  Hall.  Approximately  twenty- 
five  community  members  were  in  attendance. 

Rail  Improvements 

■ Consider  public/private  operation  on  rail  tracks  from  Napa  along  Route  12  (rail  or  bus). 

■ Rail  station/ commuter  link-  Peabody  Road  congestion  could  be  a significant  impact  on  cost  of 
rail  operations,  as  well  as  speed  and  frequency  issues. 

Highways,  Streets  Roads,  Bikes  & Pedestrians  Improvements 

■ Diamond  lanes  are  not  good  use  of  money. 

■ Less  government  intervention. 

■ Road  maintenance  and  repair  should  be  priority  number  one. 

■ Allow  private  market  to  determine  viability. 

■ Parkway/inter-city  link. 

■ Transit  village  concept  not  as  viable  in  less  urban  areas. 

■ Improve  bikeways,  especially  along  Highways  12  and  29;  better  inter-city  connections  and 
improper  signage  on  southern  crossing. 

■ Create  lanes  for  cars  only. 

■ Create  incentive  for  employers  to  participate  in  coordinating  rideshare  programs. 

■ Incorporate  Mare  Island  transportation  plan  into  Blueprint  planning. 

■ Need  more  sophisticated  modeling  (air  quality  impacts  beyond  Bay  Area). 

■ We  need  to  do  more  to  educate  local  policy-makers  and  developers  about  impacts  of  land  use 
decisions. 

■ What  about  tollways?  That  could  help  pay  for  expansion. 

■ Reunite  Union  Ave.  (Put  railroad  underground,  more  parking,  allow  high  speed  rail). 

■ Improve  existing  roadway  infrastructure. 

■ Consider  different  distribution  of  employment.  The  “new  economy"  permits  this. 

■ U.S.  scores  low  in  people-powered  mobility  (bikes,  pedestrians,  etc.) 

■ Transportation  is  a major  issue  in  social  justice  by  helping  low-income  people  succeed. 

■ Look  at  cost  of  how  auto  transportation  is  subsidized. 

■ State  financing  to  locals  needs  to  be  changed  to  make  this  happen. 

■ Need  more  inter/intra-personal  communication  and  coordination  about  economic  development. 

■ Inverse  relationship  between  efficiency  and  subsidy. 

■ Develop  arterials  to  serve  employment  centers. 

Ferry  Improvements 

■ More  ferry  services  with  better  bicycle  facilities. 

■ Bring  ferry  to  Rio  Vista. 
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San  Mateo  County 


The  San  Mateo  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  City  / County  Association  of  Governments 
of  San  Mateo  County  was  held  on  Thursday,  December  9, 1999  from  6 pm  - 7 pm  at  the  San  Mateo 
County  Transit  District.  Approximately  thirty-five  community  members  were  in  attendance.  The 
workshop  was  videotaped  and  broadcasted  four  times  during  December  on  local  cable  stations  in  10 
San  Mateo  cities. 

Rail  Improvements 

■ Focus  on  short-to-mid-term  projects. 

■ Conserve  right  of  way. 

■ Regional  rail  needs  to  serve  local  and  express  routes  to  be  effective. 

■ Dumbarton  Rail  project  is  important. 

• “Super  CalTrain”  electrification,  worth  supporting,  express  San  Francisco  to  San  Jose. 

■ Caltrain  Downtown  San  Francisco  expansion. 

• Build  capacity  at  southern  end  of  CalTrain-  include  San  Benito,  San  Joaquin,  and  Santa  Cruz 
counties. 

■ Grade  separations  are  attributable  to  BART. 

■ BART  biases  analysis-  use  electrification. 

■ Develop  South-bay  loop  (Redwood  City  to  Alviso  and  back). 

■ Make  Caltrain  more  customer  oriented  with  shorter  headways. 

Highways,  Streets,  Roads,  Bikes,  &Pedestrians  Improvements 

■ Better  intermodal  interfaces. 

■ Highway  101  and  SR  84  are  key  routes;  consider  accelerating. 

■ Coordinate  all  transportation. 

■ Highway  92  widening-  how  did  this  make  the  list. 

■ Package  charge  equals  subsidy  reduction. 

■ Focus  on  non-auto  solutions. 

■ Consider  how  to  maintain  quality  of  life. 

■ Silicon  Valley  is  expanding  north  to  Foster  City. 

■ Need  greater  linkage  between  land  use  decisions.;  across  jurisdiction  boundaries. 

■ State  should  consider  regional  review  of  projects  for  transportation  impacts  and  develop  a 
mechanism  for  assessing  costs. 

■ Blueprint  should  develop  and  use  criterion  of  regional  effectiveness. 

■ Incorporate  airport  expansions. 

■ Need  more  information. 

■ Do  not  promote  transportation  projeas  that  promote  sprawl. 

■ More  information  on  transit-oriented  development. 

Ferry  Improvements 

• Drop  proposals  that  duplicate/ parallel  transit  routes. 

■ Ease/low-cost  of  initiating  service. 

■ Optimize  water  transit;  consider  its  value  in  emergencies. 

Bus  Improvements 

■ Links  to  San  Francisco  and  feeder  buses  to  Caltrain. 
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San  Francisco  County 


The  San  Francisco  County  workshop,  co-sponsored  by  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation 

Authority  was  held  on  Tuesday,  December  16, 1999  from  7 pm  - 9 pm  at  the  San  Francisco  County 

Transportation  Authority.  Over  45  community  members  were  in  attendance. 

Overall  Blueprint  Comments 

■ Cost  figures  need  to  be  broken  out  by  each  projea  rather  than  project  category  in  order  to  more 
accurately  judge  the  value  of  each  project. 

■ Cost  per  new  rider  should  include  capital  as  well  as  operating  expenses.  Capital  costs  should  be 
amortized  with  an  appropriate  time  horizon  (e.g.,  10  - 30  years). 

■ Environmental  impacts  of  each  project  (i.e.,  air  and  water  pollution)  need  to  be  closely 
examined. 

■ Regional  corridor  projects  mean  less  to  San  Francisco  residents  because  they  typically  take 
shorter  trips  in  high-density  areas. 

■ Projects  in  San  Francisco,  because  of  its  density  and  current  high  level  of  transit  ridership  would 
help  larger  numbers  of  people  at  lower  costs. 

■ Evaluation  criteria  should  evaluate  potential  improvements  to  service  quaHty  (e.g.,  frequency, 
reliability,  etc.). 

■ Cost  of  service  to  the  rider  should  be  included  in  evaluation  criteria. 

Rail  Improvements 

• Link  project  money  to  responsible  land  use  practices  around  rail  stations. 

■ Increase  funding  for  projeas  that  provide  services  short  intra-city  trips  (e.g.,  Hght  rail  to  connea 
Church  Street  to  the  Caltrain  Station;  3’’'^  Street  to  the  West  Portal;  and  the  19*^  Avenue 
corridor). 

■ Focus  on  Caltrain  expansion  including  infill  stations  on  the  existing  track,  especially  near  San 
Francisco. 

■ Look  at  building  a second  transbay  rail  crossing,  either  another  tube  or  rail  on  the  Bay  Bridge,  to 
relieve  capacity  constraints  on  BART. 

■ Expedite  the  3'"'^  Street  LRT  projea;  it  is  key  to  the  future  development  of  that  area  of  the  City. 

■ Create  direa  airport  conneaions. 

■ Provide  lower  cost  alternatives  to  San  Francisco  International  Airport  (SFO)  - BART’s  fares, 
$5.10  from  downtown,  are  too  high  for  SFO  workers  to  pay  on  a daily  basis. 

■ Provide  support  for  a West  Dublin  infill  station,  it  is  innovative  in  its  public-private  partnerships 
and  tax-increment  financing. 

■ Support  a new  30'^  Street  BART  station  because  it  improves  intermodal  conneaivity. 

■ Do  not  eliminate  the  7F  SamTrans  bus  service  to  SFO,  BART  does  not  provide  significant  time 
savings  over  the  current  service,  while  costing  significantly  more. 

Highways,  Streets  & Roads  Improvements 

■ Restripe  existing  roads  to  create  a transit-specific  lane  system  throughout  San  Francisco 

■ Make  sure  Doyle  Drive  remains  6-lanes. 

■ Expand  existing  and  future  HOV  lane  hours  so  that  they  are  in  effea  24  hours  a day,  every  day 
- consider  a 3 -i-  person  requirement. 

■ Do  not  develop  additional  parking  capacity  in  the  City,  especially  in  the  area  south  of  Market 
Street  (SOMA)  to  increase  parking  costs  and  encourage  transit  use. 
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■ Study  the  impacts  of  East  Bay  commuters  to  the  Peninsula  and  South  Bay  on  San  Francisco 
Streets  (i.e.,  origin/destination  studies)  to  determine  the  best  way  to  solve  through  traffic 
congestion. 

■ Fund  improvements  to  make  existing  and  future  streets  more  pedestrian  friendly. 

Bus  Improvements 

■ Look  to  alternative  fuel  buses  to  reduce  diesel  emissions. 

■ Increase  the  number  of  MUNI  maintenance  facilities. 

■ Install  real  time  information  systems  at  transit  stops  (ITS). 

■ Improve  coordination/scheduling  between  transit  systems  to  avoid  missed  transfers. 

■ Don’t  eliminate  bus  services  to  SFO  because  of  BART  - there  still  need  to  be  viable,  low  cost 
transit  opportunities  other  than  BART,  especially  for  SFO  employees. 

■ Improve  bicycle  access  and  parking  on  transit  and  at  transit  facilities. 

■ Improve  bus  services  to  reduce  travel  time  for  commuters,  current  systems  do  not  save  time, 
this  is  a significant  and  costly  disincentive  for  transit  users. 

Ferry  Improvements 

■ Diesel  ferry  engines  are  harmful  to  the  air  and  water. 

■ Ferry  system  improvements  will  not  solve  congestion  problems  in  the  Bay  Area. 

■ New  legislation  will  encourage  better  maritime  engines  with  fewer  emissions  in  the  future. 

■ Ferries  offer  emergency  (i.e.,  earthquake)  alternatives  to  rail  and  roadways. 

■ Current  ferry  systems  are  overcrowded,  new  infrastructure  is  needed  to  handle  excess  capacity. 

■ Ferries  get  people  off  of  roads  completely. 

Funding  and  Land  Use 

■ Compare  the  true  costs  of  the  automobile  next  to  the  transit  subsidy  figures. 

■ Link  transportation  improvement  dollars  to  responsible  land  use  praaices. 

■ Give  incentives  to  counties  that  have  transit  friendly  policies.  Penalize  counties  that  have 
ordinances  that  promote  parking  space  requirements  and  other  incentives  to  driving. 

■ Look  for  public-private  financing  opportunities  for  project  funding. 

■ Develop  sub-regional  transit  forums  (e.g.,  Portland’s  LUTRAC)  to  bring  together  various 
transportation  and  transit  providers  to  help  coordinate  their  efforts. 

■ Look  for  a more  progressive  tax  assessment  other  than  sales  tax  (e.g.,  gas  tax). 

■ Develop  regional  bicycle  and  pedestrian  plans,  otherwise,  the  Bay  Area  is  losing  considerable 
amounts  of  T-21  funds. 

Other  Comments 

■ Encourage  employers  everywhere,  and  especially  around  SFO  to  participate  in  the  Translink 
Pass  program  to  encourage  affordable  ridership  on  transit  and  the  future  BART  connection. 

■ BART  fares  to  the  airport  are  necessarily  high  because  of  high  rental  charges  imposed  by  the 
Airport. 
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Blueprint  Public  Workshop  Schedule 
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Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  21st  Century  — Public  Workshops 

Sonoma  Coimty  (co-sponsored  by  the  Sonoma  Cotmty  Transportation  Authority) 

Thursday,  November  4, 1999,  6 p.m.  - 8 p.m. 

Sonoma  County  Adrninistration  Center  (Planning  Commission  Hearing  Room) 

2550  Ventura  Avenue,  Santa  Rosa,  CA  95403 

Alameda  Coxmty  (co-sponsored  by  the  Alameda  Co.  Congestion  Management  Agency) 

Monday,  November  8, 1999,  7 p.m.  - 9 p.m. 

Joseph  P.  Bort  MetroCenter  (Auditorium) 

101  Eighth  Street,  Oakland,  CA  94607 

Santa  Clara  County  (co-sponsored  by  the  Santa  Clara  Valley  Transportation  Authority) 

Monday,  November  15, 1999,  7 p.m.  - 9 p.m. 

City  of  Santa  Clara  Coimcil  Chambers 

1500  Warburton  Avenue,  Santa  Clara,  CA  95050 

(Workshop  will  be  televised  on  local  cable  television.) 

Napa  Coimty  (co-sponsored  by  the  Napa  County  Transportation  Planning  Agency) 

Wednesday,  November  17, 1999, 5 p.m.  - 6 p.m. 

Yountville  Town  Hall  Council  Chambers 
6550  Yoimt  Street,  Yountville,  CA  94559 

(Workshop  held  in  conjuction  with  NCTPA  board  meeting,  which  begins  at  2 p.m.) 

Contra  Costa  County  (co-sponsored  by  the  Contra  Costa  Transportation  Authority) 

Wednesday,  November  17, 1999,  7:15  p.m.  - 8:30  p.m. 

Contra  Costa  Transportation  Authority  (Suite  150) 

1340  Treat  Boulevard,  Walnut  Creek,  CA  94596 

(Workshop  to  follow  immediately  after  completion  of  items  on  agenda  of  CCTA  meeting,  which  begins  at  7 p.m.) 

Marin  Coimty  (co-sponsored  by  the  Marin  County  Congestion  Management  Agency) 

Thursday,  December  2, 1999,  7:30  p.m.  - 9:30  p.m. 

San  Rafael  City  Hall  (Council  Chambers) 

1400  Fifth  Street,  San  Rafael,  CA  94915 

Solano  County  (co-sponsored  by  the  Solano  Transportation  Authority) 

Wednesday,  December  8, 1999,  7 p.m.  - 8:30  p.m. 

Suisun  City  Hall 

701  Civic  Center  Boulevard,  Suisun  City,  CA  94585 

(Workshop  to  follow  completion  of  ST  A meeting,  which  begins  at  5:30  p.m.) 

San  Mateo  County  (co-sponsored  by  the  City/ County  Association  of  Governments  of  San  Mateo 
County) 

Thursday,  December  9, 1999,  6 p.m.  - 7 p.m. 

San  Mateo  County  Transit  District 

1250  San  Carlos  Avenue,  San  Carlos,  CA  94070 

(Workshop  will  be  held  prior  to  C/CAG  board  meeting,  which  starts  at  1 p.m.) 

San  Francisco  (co-sponsored  by  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority) 

Thursday,  December  16, 1999,  7 p.m.  - 9:00  p.m. 

San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (25th  Floor) 

100  Van  Ness  Avenue,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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Appendix  B 

Blueprint  Slide  Presentation  Graphics 


We  need  your  input 
to  help  solve  the  Blueprint  Puzzle! 


The  Blueprint  puts  an  emphasis 
on  expansion  to  serve  growth. 


Maintenance  and  Operations 


New  funding  initiatives  will  be  considered 
in  2000  and  beyond. 


2000 

Primary 

2000 

General 

Beyond 

2000 

State  Transportation/ 
Infrastructure  Bond  Measures 

County  Sales  Tax 
• SCA3-Burton: 

Alameda,  Contra  Costa, 

San  Francisco,  San  Mateo, 

Santa  Clara  — rollovers;  Marin; 
Napa,  Solano,  Sonoma-nev^ 

A 

♦ Rollover: 

Alameda,  Contra  Costa, 

San  Francisco,  San  Mateo, 
Santa  Clara 

• New: 

Marin,  Napa,  Solano,  Sonoma 

T 

v' 

Regional  Gas  Tax 

y 

BART  Bond 

y 

Bridge  Toll 

$1  seismic 
surcharge 
would 
expire  in 
2008 

Increase  in  State  Fuel  Tax 

V 

The  RTP  does  not  provide  sufficient  new  capacity 
to  keep  up  with  regional  growth. 
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Population  T rips  Vehicle  New  Lane  New  Peak 

Miles  Miles  Transit 

Traveled  Capacity 


The  Blueprint  needs  to  consider  funding  for 
some  existing  transportation  system  shortfalls 
that  remain,  after  the  investments  in  the  RTP. 


Streets  Transit  Transit 

and  Roads  Capital  Operations 


Fastest-Growing  Bay  Area  Commutes,  1 990-2020 

Ranked  by  increase  in  number  of  work  trips  ( 1 990-2020) 


Legend 


Trips  within  zones  (top  10) 


In-commute  trips  from  neighboring 
counties  to  the  Bay  Area  (top  6) 


Ranked  Superdistrict  Pairs 
(RTP  Corridor) 

Milpitas  to  Sunnyvale 
(Santa  Clara  Valley  Subarea) 

Q Cloverdale/Headsburg  to  Santa  Rosa/Sebastopol 
(Golden  Gate) 

o San  Jose  to  Sunnyvale 

(Santa  Clara  Valley  Subarea) 

^ Fremont  to  Sunnyvale 
(Fremont-Soudt  B^) 

Saratoga/Los  Gatos  to  Sunnyvale 
(Santa  Oara  Valley  Subarea) 

O SF  Sooth  of  Market  to  SF  CBD/North  Beach 
(San  Frandsco  Subarea) 

Q Palo  Alto/Los  Altos  to  Sunnyvale 
(Soma  Clara  Valley  Subarea) 

^ Milpitas  to  San  Jose 

(Santa  Clara  VaUey  Subarea) 

^ Santa  Rosa/Sebastopol  to  Sonoma/Petalunta 
(Golden  Gate) 

Danville/San  Ramon  to  Livermore  Valley 
(1-680  North  / 1-580  Uvermore  Valley) 

(A  Vacaville/Fairfield  to  Vallejo 
(1-80) 

0 Antioch  to  Martinez/Concord 
(State  Route  4) 

0 Southern  San  Mateo  to  Sunnyvale 
(Sama  Oara  Valley  Subarea) 

0 Almaden  to  Sunnyvale 
(Santa  Clara  Valley  Subarea) 

0 Almaden  to  San  Jose 

(Santa  Oara  VaUey  Subarea) 


Rail  Expansion  Projects 


Bay  Area  T ransportation  Blueprint  for  the  2 1 st  Century 


A package  of  rail  projects 
was  evaluated. 


• BART 

• Caltrain 

• NWP  Commuter  Rail 

• MUNI  and  VTA  LRT 

• Capitols  and  ACE 

• Airport  Connections 

Cost  (1998$) 

• Capital:  $7.9  billion 

• Operating  (20  >'ear):  $3.6  billion 

• Operating  subsidy/new  rider:  $ 1 5 


Promising  Rail  Projects* 

• Caltrain  Rapid  Rail 


• Fremont-South  Bay  Rail 

a.  BART  to  San  Jose 

b.  VTA  light  rail  to  Warm  Springs  BART 

• Muni  Metro  Chinatown  Extension 

• NWP  Corridor  Commuter  Rail 

• BART  to  Livermore 

• Capitol  Corridor  Intercity  Rail 

• Oakland  Airport  Connector 

• BART  to  Pittsburg 

• Altamont  Corridor  ACE  service 

"^Projects  generating  more  than  1 000  daily  new  transit 
riders  in  2020 


A package  of  rapid  bus  projects 


• Express  bus  on  carpool  lanes 

• Rapid  bus  on  arterials 

• Regional  service  gaps 


Cost  (1998$) 

• Capital;  $0.6  billion 

• Operating  (20  )^ear):  $2.4  billion 

• Operating  subsidy/new  rider  $4.50 


Promising  Rapid  Bus  Projects* 


Golden  Gate  T ransit 

• Intra  Marin  County 

• Marin  to  San  Francisco 

• Sonoma  to  Marin/San  Francisco 

Muni 

• Mission  Bay  View 

• Richmond  District 

AC  T ransit 

• Intra  Oakland/Berkeley 

• West  Contra  Costa  to  Oakland/Berkeley 

Samtrans 

• Intra  San  Mateo 

• Northern  San  Mateo  to  San  Francisco 

• South/Central  San  Mateo  to  San  Francisco 

• San  Mateo  to  Santa  Clara 

Santa  Clara  Valley  Transportation  Authority 

• East  San  Jose/Milpitas  to  Silicon  Valley 

• West  Valley  to  Silicon  Valley 

• Fremont  BART  to  Silicon  Valley 

LAVTA 

• Intra  Tri  Valley 

Other  (no  specific  operator) 

• South/Central  Alameda  County  to  San  Francisco 

• Intra  West  Contra  Costa 


Projects  generating  more  than  2,500  daily  new  transit  riders  in  2020 


Expansion  Proj^ts 


>nomaJi 


-j^eructa 
. Jli^ftlartinez 


Larkspur;, 


l^mond 


Tfburon 


Sausalito 


lakland  Army  Base 

^^Q^and  (jack  London  Square) 
Alam«^ . 


Pier4J0^^| 
Ferry  Buildin|^^«|^ 

Mission.Bay|f* 


■ ^V\  \ \ 

Harbor  Bay 

^ BTOakland  Airport 


Ffuhter^ 
Point  il-'* 


South 0 
San  Franciscan 


■ San  Leandro 


San  Franciscb  m"' 
Airport/  - 


l^edwood  City  * 


Moffett  ReJbii 


Bay  Area  T ransportation  Blueprint  for  the  2 1 st  Century 


A package  of  ferry  projects 
was  evaluated. 


• MTC  Ferry  Plan 

• Bay  Area  Council  Ferry  Plan 

Cost  (1998$) 

• Capital:  $0.4  billion 

• Operating  (20  year):  $ 1 .7  billion 

• Operating  subsidy/new  rider  $60 


Promising  Ferry  Projects* 

• Richmond  to  San  Francisco/Mission  Bay/South  San  Francisco 

• Larkspur  to  San  Francisco  service  upgrade 

• Vallejo  to  San  Francisco  service  upgrade 

• Sausalito  to  San  Francisco  service  upgrade 

• Tiburon  to  San  Francisco/Mission  Bay 

• Projects  generating  more  than  300 
daily  net  new  transit  riders  in  2020 


Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  21st  Century 


Promising  Blueprint  Highway  Projects* 


Golden  Gate  Corridor 

• Route  1 0 1 HOV  Lanes  and  interchanges  in  Sonoma  Co 

• Route  101  NB  HOV  lane  gap  closure  in  San  Rafael 

• Route  1 0 1 Marin-Sonoma  HOV 

Peninsula/Santa  Clara  Valley  Corridors 

• Route  101  auxiliary  lanes 

Route  4 Corridor  (Contra  Costa  Co) 

• Widening  from  Railroad  Ave  east 

1-680  South  (Sunol  Grade)  Corridor 

• 1-680  NB  HOV  lane 

• 1-680  to  1-880  circulation  improvements 

1-580  Corridor 

• Widen  1-238  from  1-580  to  1-880  with  truck  bypass 

• 1-580  HOV/auxiliary  lanes  in  Tri-Valley 

Route  24  Corridor 

• Caldecott  Tunnel  new  bore 

1-80  Corridor 

• I -680/80/Route  1 2 interchange 
Fremont-South  Bay 

• l-880/Route  237  interchange  completion 

• Widen  1-880  from  Route  237  to  Montague  Expressway  (HOV) 

San  Francisco  Subarea 

• Doyle  Drive  replacement 

Napa  Valley  Corridor 

• Route  29  interchange  improvements 


* Based  on  current  congestion  and  other  performance  factors 


Other  types  of  projects  are  also 
being  considered  for  the  Blueprint. 


• Highway  improvements 

• T raffic  operation 

• TransLink® 

• Lifeline  Transit  Service 

• Earthquake  preparedness 

• Trails 

• Transportation  for  Livable  Communities 


Impacts  of  Land  Use  Changes 
And  Parking  Fees  on  Blueprint  Packages 
Year  2020 


PERCENT  CHANGE 


• How  much  of  new  Blueprint  funding  should  go  to  sustaining  the  existing  roads  and 
transit  systems  in  the  Bay  Area? 
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• What  other  funding  sources  should  be  considered  to  implement  local  funds 

- State  bonds 

- State  gas  taxes 

- Regional  gas  tax 

- Other? 


Sonoma  County  Travel  Patterns 


15.000  19,000 


Sonoma  County  (RTF) 

Regional  Transportation  Plan  Investments 

The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects  beyond  those  included  in  the  RTF. 
Projects 

• US  101  widening  (includes  2 HOV  lanes)  between  Wilfred  Ave.  and  Steele  Lane 

• US  101  interchange  improvements  at  Wilfred  Avenue  interchange 

• Northwestern  Pacific  (NWP)  rail  station  site  acquisitions/upgrades 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  seismic  retrofit  (Phase  I ) 

• Route  1 2 at  Farmers  Lane  partial  interchange 

• Llano  Road  extension  from  Route  12  to  Occidental  Road 

• US  101  HOV  lanes  from  Old  Redwood  Highway  to  Marin  County  line 

• US  101  HOV  lanes  from  Steele  Lane  to  River  Road 

• Modify  US  1 01 / Steele  Lane  interchange 

• Routes  37/ 1 2 1 Intersection  improvements 


Golden  Gate 
Corridor 


These  projects  are  being  considered  in  the 
Golden  Gate  and  North  Bay  East-West  Corridors 
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Complete  the  US  1 0 1 Ultimate 
Gap  Closure  Project  (4.3  miles 
from  North  San  Pedro  Road 
to  Lucky  Drive) 

New  HOV  Lanes  and 
Interchange  Improvements 
on  US  101  in  Sonoma  Co. 

New  HOV  Lane(s)  on 
US  101 — Atherton  to 
SR  I 16  East 

Golden  Gate  Bridge  Moveable 
Median  Barrier 

Golden  Gate  Bridge  Toll  Pla22 
Bus  Stop  Relocation 

Commuter  Rail  Service  from 
Cloverdale/Healdsburg  to 
San  Rafael/  Larkspur 

Golden  Gate  Bridge 
Under-Deck  Rehabilitation 

Golden  Gate  Bridge 
Maintenance  Facility  Relocation 

Improvements  to  Ferry  Service 
(Larkspur  to  S.F.) 

Golden  Gate  Ferry  Larkspur 
Terminal  Facility  ^pansion 

Improvements  to  Ferry  Service 
(Sausalito  to  S.F.) 

Expanded  Ferry  Service 
(Tiburon  to  San  Francisco) 

New  Ferry  Service  (Port 
Sonoma  to  San  Francisco) 

Not  Mapped: 

• Construct  New  and  Expand 
Existing  Park-and-Ride  Lots 
along  US  1 0 1 

• Expansion  of  Express  and 
Intercity  Bus  Service  on  US  101 

• Improved  Access  to  National 
Park  Sites  in  Marin  County 


North  Bay  East-West 
Corridor 

SR  37  Widening  with 
Environmental  Improvements 

SR  I 1 6 Realignment  between 
Sonoma  and  Petaluma 


These  Blueprint  Projects  Have  Been  Submitted  for  Sonoma  County  (1) 


$0  to  $50  million 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  seismic  shortfall* 

• Golden  Gate  Transit  operating  shortfall  (20-years)* 

• Express  bus  service  on  US  101 

• SR  37  widening* 

• Realignment  of  SR  1 1 6 between  Sonoma  and  Petaluma* 

• Port  Sonoma  Ferry** 

• GGBHTD  Information  system** 

• GGBHTD  Maintenance  yard  relocation** 

• SR  121  Safety  improvements** 

• Continuous  shoulder  widening  on  Lakeville  Highway** 


$50  to  $100  million 

• Local  Street  non-pavement  maintenance 

• NWP  Commuter  Rail  with  feeder  bus  service* 


$100  to  $200  million 

• Local  street  pavement 

• Local  bridge  rehabilitation  and  seismic  retrofit 

• US  1 0 1 HOV  lanes:  SR  37  to  Petaluma  * (RTP) 


Greater  than  $400  million 

• US  101  HOV  lanes/  interchanges  in  Sonoma  County  (RTP) 


(1)  Capital  costs  only,  except  where  noted. 

(RTP)  Portions  of  the  project  or  related  projects  in  the  RTP.  Blueprint  would  accelerate 
the  project  or  close  the  shortfall. 

* Project  listed  according  to  Sonoma  County  share  of  total  cost.  Total  cost  may  be 
greater  than  the  identified  category. 

**  Not  shovm  in  the  Sonoma  Coimty  Choices  bar  chart. 


Candidate  Blueprint  Projects  for  Sonoma  County 
Costs  Exceed  Revenues 


I 


For  illustrative  purposes,  high  costs  are  assumed  for  projects  with  cost  ranges. 
Operating  costs  figures  are  20-year  net  operating  totals. 


Sonoma  County  Blueprint  Issues 
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Alameda  County  is  growing  at  about 
the  same  rate  as  the  region. 

30% 


Alameda 
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Altamont  Pass 


Alameda  County  (RTP) 

Regional  Transportation  Plan  Investments 

The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects  beyond  those  included  in  the  RTP. 
Expansion  Projects 

• Reconstruct  l-880/Route  262  interchange  and  vsriden  1-880  from  Route  262 
to  Santa  Clara  County  line 

• Route  84  (Isabel  Realignment)  from  Vallecitos  Rd.  to  1-580 

• Widen  westbound  1-238  between  1-580  and  1-880 

• 1-580/1-680  interchange:  construct  connector  southbound  1-680  to  eastbound  1-580 

• 1-680  Sunol  grade  southbound  HOV  lane,  ramp  metering  and  auxiliary  lane  from 
Highway  84  to  Montague  Expressway 

• Reconstruct  MacArthur  on-ramp  to  the  eastbound  1-80/1-580  connector 

• Port  of  Oakland  joint  Intermodal  terminal  phases  (may  include  full-service  truck  stop) 

• Route  238  (Hayward  Bypass)  4-lane  expressway  (phases) 

• Amtrack  Capitol  Corridor  Service  (6  round  trips  per  day) 

• Widen  from  4 to  6 lanes  San  Mateo-Hayward  bridge  and  approaches 

• l-880/Route  92  interchange  Improvements  In  Hayward 

• Bay  Bridge  to  eastbound  1-80  HOV  lane  through  580/80/880  Distribution  Struaure 

• Union  City  BART  station  intermodal  improvements 

• Fremont-South  Bay  corridor  Improvements 

• Widen  eastbound  1-238  between  1-580  and  1-880 

• Altamont  Commuter  Express  (ACE)  rail  stations  and  track  upgrades 

• 1-680  Sunol  Grade  northbound  HOV  lane,  ramp  metering  and  auxiliary  lane  from 
Highway  84  to  Santa  Clara/Alameda  Co.  line 

• Express  bus  service  on  1-680 

• AC  T ransit  enhanced  bus  service  in  San  Pablo  Avenue  corridor 

• 1-580  westbound/southbound  Route  238  Bypass  connector 


Alameda  County 

Interstate  580  Corridor 

0 New  HOV  Lanes — Tassajara  Rd.  to  Vasco  Rd. 
m Westbound  Tmck  Climbing  Lane  through  Altamont  Pass 
Q New  West  Dublin  BART  Station 
® BART  Extension  to  Livermore 
m Enhanced  Rapid  Bus  Service  (Stanley  Blvd.) 

0 I-238/I-580  Interchange  Truck  Bypass  Lane 

Interstate  680  South  Corridor 

§New  I-5B0/SR  84  Interchange 
SR  84  Expressway 

1-680  HOV  Lanes:  Contra  Costa  County  Line  to  SR  84 
Not  Mapped: 

• Sustain  and  Enhance  ACE  Service* 

• Express  Bus  Service  (Tri-Valley  to 
Northern  Santa  Clara  County)* 

• Expanded  Subscription  Bus  Service 
(Tri-Valley  to  Northern  Santa  Clara  County) 


Interstate  880  Corridor 

0 Interchange  Improvements — 1-880/Winton  Ave. 

^Intersection  Improvements  (Grade  Separation) — 
Mission/Foothill/Iackson 
^Interchange  Improvements — 1-880/A  Street 
m Interchange  and  Approach  Improvements — SR  92/Clawiter  Rd. 
0 Union  Pacific  RR  Grade  Separation  on  Union  City  Blvd. 

0 l-880/Broadway/Iackson  Interchange  Completion* 

0 1-880  HOV  Lanes  from  Hacienda  to  98th  Ave. 

0 Union  Qty  Intermodal  Station  (Phase  11) 

0 Oakland  Airport  BART  Connector 


Not  Mapped: 

• West  Oakland  Truck  Parking  Area 

• Rapid  Bus  Service  (Berkeley/Oakland/San  Leandro  Corridor) 

• Enhanced  Rapid  Bus  Service  (MacArthur  Blvd.  Corridor  in  Oakland) 


Fremont  South-Bay  Corridor 

0Slip  Ramp — l-880/Stevenson  Blvd. 

0 1-880  Express  Bus  Service  from  Fremont  BART  to  Santa  Clara  County 
destinations 

0 BART  Extensions:  Fremont  to  Warm  Springs,  Warm  Springs  to  Tasman, 
and  Tasman  to  Downtown  San  lose 

0 Interim  VTA  Commuter  Rail  Service — Union  City  to  Downtown  San  Jose 

^Expanded  VTA  Commuter  Rail  Service — Union  City  to  Downtown 
San  Jose  and  ultimately  to  Gilroy 

0 VTA  Light  Rail  Extension — ^Tasman  to  Warm  Springs,  Fremont  or 
Union  City  BART  Station 


1-80  Corridor 

0 Peak  Period  Commuter  Rail  Capitol  Corridor — 
Solano  County  to  Oakland 

0 Capitol  Corridor/West  Oakland  BART  Connection 


Not  Mapped: 


Transbay 

Corridors 


Bay  Bridge  - 

Richmond-San  Rafael  Bridge 

(a^  New  Westbound  and 
Eastbound  Ramps  to  I- 
80(Bay  Bridge)  from  Treasure 
Island 

^ TVansbay  Transit  Service 
Expansion  (AC  Transit, 

GG  Transit) 

Renovated/New  Transbay 
Terminal 

Rail  on  the  Bay  Bridge 

Expanded  Transbay 
Ferry  Service  (Terminal 
Locations) 

Not  Mapped: 

• BART’S  Advanced  Automatic 
Train  Control  (AATC)  System 
Completion 

San  Mateo  Bridge  - 
Dumbarton  Bridge 

SR  84  Bayfront  Extension 
from  US  101  to  SR  82 
(El  Camino  Real) 

Increased  Transbay 
Bus  Service 

Dumbarton  Corridor 
Rail  Service 


Interstate  Highway 

State  Highway 

U.S.  Highway 

— 

Freeway 

— 

Other  Highway 

— 

Major  Arterial 

Airport 

Port 

Ferry  Terminal 

Rail  Line 

Amtrak  Station 

ACE  Station 

Cattrain  Station 

BART  Line/Station 

These  Blueprint  Projects  have  been  submitted  for  Alameda  County(l) 


0 IQ  $100  million 

• West  Dublin  BART  station 

• Union  City  Intermodal  Station-Phase  2 (RTP) 

• New  1-80  Express  bus  service  to  SF  (Berkeley,  Albany,  Emeryville) 

• New  Tri-Valley  to  Silicon  Valley  Express  Bus  service 

• ACE  Commuter  Rail  (new  facilities  and  service) 

• Increased  Capitol  Corridor  Rail  service/  new  West  Oakland  Station  (RTP) 

• 1-580  HOV  lanes  (Livermore) 

• 1-580  Altamont  Pass  Truck  Lane  (RTP) 

• 1-680  to  1-880  HOV  Connector  (low  cost  design) 

SI 00  to  $200  million 

• Cumulative  AC  Transit  20  year  operating  shortfall 

• AC  Transit  Rapid  Bus  Corridors  (6  corridors*) 

• New  Alameda  County  ferries  (9  routes*) 

• 1-880  HOV  lane  extension  north  to  98*^  Ave.  in  Oakland 

• 1-880  interchange  improvements  (four  interchanges*) 

• Rt  238  Widening  and  Truck  Bypass  lane  (RTP) 

• Route  84  Expressway  and  new  1-580  interchange  (RTP) 

• Oakland  Airport  BART  Connection 

$200  to  $500  million 

• BART  seismic  retrofit  (Ala  Co  share) 

• 1-680  to  1-880  Cross  Connector  (major  facility) 

$500-$800  million 

• BART  long  term  car  replacement 

• BART  Warm  Springs  Extension 

• VTA  Commuter  rail  or  light  rail  connection  to  Fremont  BART 

$800  to  $1  billion 

• BART  extension  to  Livermore 

Over  $1  billion 

• Local  street  and  road  repairs  (RTP) 

• BART  extension  to  Santa  Clara  County 

• Rail  on  the  Bay  Bridge 

(1)  Capital  costs  only,  except  where  noted 

(RTP)-  Portions  of  project  or  related  projects  in  RTP.  Blueprint  would  accelerate  project 
or  close  shortfall 

• Individual  projects  would  be  less  than  $100  million 


Candidate  Blueprint  Projects  for  Alameda  County 
Costs  Exceed  Revenues 


Notes: 

• For  illustrative  purposes,  high  costs  are  assumed  for  projects  with  cost  ranges. 

• Operating  costs  figures  are  20-year  net  operating  totals. 


Alameda  County  Blueprint  Issues 
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Priorities  for  new  TransBay  transit 
capacity  ('ferries,  AC  bus,  or  rail  on  the 
Bay  Bridge?) 


Santa  Clara  County  growth  rates  will  moderate 
over  the  long  term  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  region. 
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Santa  Clara 
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Peninsula 


These  are  the  predicted  transit  trips  in  2020. 


(%)  T ransit  share  of  all  trips 


The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects  beyond 
those  included  in  the  RTP. 

Santa  Clara  County  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  Investments 

RTP  Expansion  Projects 

• Route  237/1-880  interchange  improvements 

• Widen  1-880  (Montague  Expressway  to  US  101) 

• Widen  1-880  (Route  237  to  Alameda  Co.  Line) 

• Expansion  of  express  and  grid  bus  service  to  600  buses 

• Widen  Guadalupe  Expressway  (Route  87) 

• Amtrak  Capitol  Corridor  service  expansion 

• Tasman  Corridor  light  rail  west  extension  to  Mountain  View 

• l-880/Route  237  new  HOV  and  mixed  flow  lane  interchange  connectors 

• Santa  Clara  County  commuter  rail  to  BART  connection 

• 1-680  Sunol  Grade  northbound  HOV  (Montague  Expressway  north  to  County  line) 

• Caltrain  Rapid  Rail  improvements,  including  electrification 
(Santa  Clara  County  portion) 

• Routes  85/101  I/C  Improvements 

• ACE/Capitol  Corridor  rail  Improvements 

• Northbound  auxiliary  lane  on  US  101  (Route  87  to  Trimble  Rd) 

• Route  87  HOV  lanes  (Julian  to  1-280  and  1-280  to  Route  85) 

• Widen  US  101  (South  San  Jose  to  Morgan  Hill) 

• Complete  Routes  85/87  interchange  and  connector  ramps  in  San  Jose 

• Tasman  Corridor  light  rail  east  extension 

• 30  low-floor  light  rail  vehicles 

• Rapid  Bus  Corridor  for  VTA  bus  line  22 

• Widen  Montague  Expressway  (1-680  to  US  101) 

• Widen  Central  Expressway  (Shoreline  Blvd.  to  US  101) 

• Vasona  Corridor  light  rail  extension 

• Capitol  Corridor  light  rail  extension 

• Complete  Routes  85  and  101  interchange  and  connector  ramps  in  San  Jose 

• Increase  Caltrain  Service  from  San  Jose  to  Gilroy 

• Route  1 7 improvements  (Los  Gatos  and  San  Jose) 


Santa  Clara  Valley 
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Maintenance  Expansion  Internal  to  county  Expansion  serving  external  trips 


These  Blueprint  Projects  have  been  submitted  for  Santa  Clara  County^*^ 


0 to  $100  million 

• Expand  VTA  Bus  Service 

• Sustain  and  Increase  ACE  Service 

• New  Express  Bus  Service  (Tri  Valley  to  Santa  Clara  County) 

• Expand  Express  Bus  Service:  Fremont  BART  Station  to  Santa  Clara  County  (RTF) 

• SR  237/1-880  Interchange  Completion  (Stage  C-3) 

• Widen  1-880  to  8 Lanes  (2  HOV)  from  SR  237  to  Montague  Expressway 

• SR  85/US  101  Direct  HOV  Connectors  in  Mountain  View 

• SR  85/US  101  Direct  HOV  Connectors  in  S.  San  Jose  and  Mixed  Flow  Direct  Connector  Ramps 

• I-880/Coleman  Avenue  Interchange  Improvements 

• Vasona  LRT  - Downtown  Campbell  to  Winchester  Avenue  in  Campbell  (RTF) 

• Widen  US  101  (2  HOV  Lanes)  from  Bernal  Road  in  San  Jose  to  Cochran  Road  in  Morgan  Hill  (RTF) 

• Santa  Teresa  Blvd.  Extension 

• Caltrain  Improvements  (Santa  Clara  County  share) 

=>  Caltrain  mass  transit  service  (all  day,  more  frequent  service) 

=>  Caltrain  Rapid  Rail  Improvements  (RTF) 

=>  Expand  Caltrain  Service  to  Gilroy/Hollister  (RTF) 

• Countywide  Freeway  and  Expressway  Auxiliary  Lanes 

• Countywide  Roadway  Connections  and  Freeway/Creek  Overcrossings 

• Bicycle  and  pedestrian  trails  network 

$100  to  $200  million 

• Widen  1-880  to  8 Lanes  (2  HOV)  from  Montague  Expressway  to  US  101 

• Interim  Commuter  Rail  between  Union  City  BART  and  Downtown  San  Jose  Diridon  Station  (RTF) 

• Caltrain  Electrification  (Santa  Clara  County  share) 

• Caltrain  Grade  Separations 

• Silicon  Valley  ITS  System  and  SMART  Corridor  Additions 
$200  to  $500  million 

• I-880/I-680  Cross  Connector  in  Alameda  or  Santa  Clara  County 

• Downtown  San  Jose/East  Valley  Rapid  Transit 

• San  Jose  Airport  Transit  Connector 

• Caltrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension  (Santa  Clara  County  share) 

• VTA  LRT  to  Warm  Springs  BART 

• SR  1 52  Expressway 

• Montague  Expressway  Interchange  Improvements 

• Countywide  Freeway  Interchange  Upgrades 

$500  to  $800  million 

• Expanded  Interim  VTA  Commuter  Rail  to  Union  City  BART 
$800  to  $1  billion 

• Measure  A Rail  Frojects  (accelerate  projects  in  the  RTF) 

Over  $1  billion 

• Local  streets  and  roads  repairs  (RTF) 

• BART  from  Fremont  to  Dovmtown  San  Jose/Santa  Clara 

(1)  Capital  costs  only 

(RTF)  Portions  of  the  project  is  in  the  RTP.  The  Blueprint  would  accelerate  the  project  or  close  a shortfall. 


What  are  Santa  Clara  County’s  Blueprint  priorities? 

• Maintain  existing  and  planned  transportation  system 


• Multiple  freeway  interchange  improvements  throughout  county 

• Acceleration  of  Measure  A/B  sales  tax  projects  in  the  RTP 

• Implementation/construction  of  countywide  bicycle/pedestrian  trail  network 
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Sources:  ABAC,  MTC 


This  Is  how  trips  will  change  in  various  Napa  County 
travel  corridors  (2000-2020). 

(trips  to  or  from  Napa  County) 


Routes  1 2/1 2 I/West 


The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects  beyond 
those  included  in  the  RTP. 
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Signal  improvements  on  Routes  12/121 


Napa  Valley 
Subarea 

© Channelization  of  SR  29 — 

Sulpher  Creek  to  Mee  Lane 

@ Widening  of  SR  121/12  from  SR  29 
to  Sonoma  County  line 

Widening  of  SR  29  from  SR  22 1 to 
SR  29/ 1 2/Airport  Rd. 

© Widening  of  American  Canyon 

Rd.  to  four  lanes  between  1-80  and 
SR  29 

© Extension  of  Flosden  Rd.  from 
American  Canyon  Rd.  to  Kelly. 
Realignment  and  signalization  of 
American  Canyon  Rd7  Flosden 
intersection 

Not  Mapped: 

• Express  bus  service  to  BARTLink/ 
Vallejo  Ferry 

North  Bay 
East-West  Corridor 

© Low-scale  TOS  on  State  Route  29 

Park-and-ride  lots:  (SR  29  near 
SR  12/29  and  SR  121  at  SR  29) 

Intersection  improvement — 

SR  12/29  at  SRI2I 

Intersection  improvement — 

SR  1 2/29  at  Airport  Rd. 

(7)  Widen  SR  12  from  SR  29  to  1-80 


i Hrstate  Highway 
:.  ste  Highway 
Li.S.  Highway 
Freeway 
Other  Highway 
Major  Arterial 
Airport 
Port 

Ferry  Terminal 
Rail  Line 
Amtrak  Station 
ACE  Station 
Cattrain  Station 


BART  Line/Station 


Candidate  Blueprint  Projects  for  Napa  County 
Costs  Exceed  Revenues 
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Expansion  internal  to  county  Expansion  serving 

external  trips 


These  Blueprint  Projects  Have  Been  Submitted  for  Napa  County  (1) 


SO  to  SIO  million 
. Low-Scale  TOS  on  SR  29 

• Express  Bus  Service  to  BART  LinkA^allejo  Ferry 

• New  Park-and-Ride  Lot  at  SR  29  near  SR  1 2/29 

• Expand  Park-and-Ride  off  SR  121  at  SR  29 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  seismic  shortfall* 

. Channelization  of  SR  29— Sulphur  Creek  to  Mee  Lane 
. Widen  SR  29  from  SR  221  to  SR  29/12/Airport  Rd 


SIO  to  S25  million 

• Intersection  Improvement  on  SR  12/29  at  SR  121 

• Intersection  Improvement  at  SR  12/29  at  Airport  Rd 

• Widen  SR  121/12  from  SR  29  to  Sonoma  Co.  Line 

• Widen  American  Canyon  Rd  from  1-80  to  SR  29 

• Extend  Flosden  Rd  from  American  Canyon  Rd  to  Kelly  Rd  & Realignment  and 
Signalization  of  American  Canyon  Rd/Flosden  Rd 


Over  S50  million  /r»T-n\ 

. Widen  SR  12  from  SR  29  to  1-80  (Jameson  Canyon)  (RTP) 

• Local  street  non-pavement 

• Local  street  pavement 

• Local  bridge  rehabilitation  and  seismic  retrofit 


(1 ) Capital  costs  only,  except  when  noted. 

(RTP)  Portions  of  the  project  or  related  projects  in  the  RTP.  Blueprint  would  accelerate 
the  project  or  close  the  shortfall. 

♦ Project  listed  according  to  Napa  County  share  of  total  cost.  Total  cost  may  be 
greater  than  the  identified  category. 


Strategic  Transportation  Plan  Issues 

• Strategies  for  dealing  with  weekend-  and  tourist-generated 
traffic  when  designing  roadway  and  transit  system 

• Developing  roadway  capacity  enhancements  while  also 
maintaining  rural  character  of  Napa  County 

• Strategies  to  serve  employment  growth  in  south 

Napa  County  and  concurrent  commute  from  Solano  County 

• Integration  of  VINE,  NVT,  local  shuttle,  and  paratransit 
services 

• Potential  for  future,  long  range  passenger  rail  to  mitigate 
traffic  along  SR  29 

• Strategies  for  providing  safe  pedestrian  and  bicycle  travel 
on  roadways 

• Strategies  for  shifting  truck  loads  off  local  roads  and  onto 
rail  freight 

• Consistency  between  NCTPA  member  agency  land  use 
decisions  and  transportation  priorities 


What  are  Napa  County's  Blueprint 
priorities? 

• Local  Street  and  road  repair 

• Improvements  to  Route  29  Intersections 

• Acceleration  of  Route  12  widening  to  Solano  County 

• Operational  and  safety  improvements  on  Routes  12/1  16/121 

• Increased  transit  to  Vallejo  Ferry/BART  Link 
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Contra  Costa 


This  is  how  trips  will  change  in  various 
Contra  Costa  County  travel  corridors  (2000-2020). 

(trips  to  or  from  Contra  Costa  County) 


1-80  @ Alameda  County 


The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects  beyond  those 
included  in  the  RTF. 

Contra  Costa  County  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  Investments 

RTP  Expansion  Projects 
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State  Route  4 
Corridor 


@ SR  239  Connection — Brentwood 
to  Tracy 


BART  Extension  to  Hillcrest  Ave. 
in  Antioch 


'3fi5 


Interstwe  Highway 
State  Highway 
U.S.  Highway 
Freeway 
Other  Highway 
Major  Artenal 
Airport 
Port 

Ferry  Terminal 
Rail  Line 
Amtrak  Station 
ACE  Station 
Caltrain  Station 
BART  Line/Station 


@ SR  4 Interchange  Improvements 

@ Widening  of  SR  4 East  Corridor 

© State  Route  4 Bypass  widening  from  2 
to  4 lanes  from  Route  160  to  Walnut 
Blvd.;  and  construction  of  new  grade 
separations  and  interchanges  along  the 
State  Route  4 Bypass 

Widening  of  SR  4 from  1-680  to  SR  242 

© Truck  Climbing  Lanes  on  Kirker 
Pass  Road 

Pittsburg/Bay  Point  BART  Station 
Parking  Expansion 

BART  Extension  to  Railroad  Ave. 
in  Pittsburg 


Ferry  Service  from  Antioch 


No!  Mapped: 

• Express  Bus  Service  in  SR  4 HOV 
Lanes  (East  County  to  Pittsburg/ 

Bay  Point  BART  Station) 

• Subscription  Bus  Service  on  Vasco 
Road — Brentwood/Antioch  to  Tri-Valley 

• Commuter  Rail — Brentwood  to 
Bay  Point 

• ACE  Branch  Line — Brentwood  to  Tracy 


H-'i  f 1 1 1?  r ^ 8»« 


Interstate  680  North 
Corridor 


Interchange  Reconstruction — 
1-680/SR  4 

Interchange  Improvements — 

1-680/El  Pintado  Rd.  (+  others  not 
mapped) 

Auxiliary  Lanes  along  1-680  between 
1-580  and  SR  24 

Realignment  of  Taylor  Blvd., 

Pleasant  Hill  Rd.,  Geary  Rd. 

Construction  of  Caldecott  Tunnel 
Fourth  Bore 

Employee  Shuttles  to  and  from 
Walnut  Creek  BART  Station 

Subscription  Bus  Service  through 
Caldecott  Tunnel 

Enhanced  Rapid  Bus  Service  on 
Ygnacio  Valley  Rd.  and  Treat  Blvd. 

Light  Rail  on  Benicia  Bridge 

Additional  BART  Parking  in 
1-680/SR  24  Corridor 

Not  Mapped; 

• Freeway-to-Freeway  Connector 
Improvements: 

- Westbound  SR  4 to  Southbound 
SR  242 

- Westbound  SR  4 to  Southbound 
1-680 

- Southbound  SR  242  to 
Southbound  1-680 

Interstate  80  Corridor 


1-80  Interchange  Improvements: 
1-80/Highway  4,  l-80/San  Pablo  Dam  Rd., 
l-80/Cummings  Skyway 

Richmond  Parkway:  Grade-Separated 
Interchange  at  San  Pablo  Avenue 

San  Pablo  Dam  Road  Improvements 

Express  Bus  on  1-80  HOV  Lanes 
from  Carquinez  Bridge 

Capitol  Corridor/Rail  Station  in 
Hercules 

BART  Extension  to  Hilltop  Mall 
or  Pinole  Vista/Pinole  Shores 

BART  Extension  to  Hercules 

New  Ferry  Service  from 
Martinez/Benicia 

New  Ferry  Service  from  Richmond 

Light  Rail  on  the  Carquinez  Replacement 
Bridge 

Not  Mapped: 

• West  Contra  Costa  County 
Intercity  Bus  Service 

• Improved  Bus  Service  on 
San  Pablo  Dam  Road 


Candidate  Blueprint  Projects  for 
ntra  Costa  County  — Costs  Exceed  Revenues 
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These  Blueprint  Projects  Have  Been  Submitted  for  Contra  Costa  County  (1) 


Miscellaneous 

• Interchange  «fe  Arterial  Improvements 
on  SR  4, 1-80,  and  1-680 

$0  to  $50  million 

• AC  Transit  Operating  Shortfall* 

• Employee  Shuttles  at  Walnut  Creek 
BART  Station** 

• San  Pablo  Dam  Road  Transit 
Improvements** 

• Express  Bus  Service  in  SR  4 HOV  lanes 

• Subscription  Bus  Service  on  Vasco 
Road** 

• Enhanced  Rapid  Bus  Service  on 
Ygnacio  Valley  Rd/Treat  Blvd.** 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  Seismic  Retrofit* 

• Subscription  Bus  Service  through 
Caldecott  Tunnel** 

• Pittsburg/Bay  Point  Parking 
Expansion** 

• West  Contra  Costa  County  Intercity  Bus 
Service** 

• Ferry  Service  from  Richmond** 

• Ferry  Service  from  Antioch** 

• San  Pablo  Dam  Road  Improvements** 

• Richmond  Parkway  Grade  Separated 
Interchange 

• Widen  SR  4 (1-680  to  SR  242) 

• ACE  Branch  Line  (Brentwood  to  Tracy) 

• Ferry  Service  from  Martinez/Benicia 

• Capitol  Corridor  Rail  Station  in 
Hercules 

$50  to  $100  million 

• Freeway-to-Freeway  HOV  Connectors 

• Brentwood  to  Bay  Point  Commuter  Rail 

• Light  Rail  on  Carquinez  Replacement 
Bridge* 


$100  to  $400  million 

• I-680/SR  4 Interchange 

• I-80/SR  4 Interchange 

• Local  bridge  maintenance  and  seismic 
retrofit  (RTP) 

• Upgrade  SR  4 Bypass  to  freeway  (RTP) 

• Caldecott  Tunnel  fourth  bore 

• Auxiliary  Lanes  on  1-680  (1-580  and  SR 
24)  (RTP) 

• Local  street  non-pavement  repair  (RTP) 

• BART  Seismic  retrofit* 

• Light  Rail  on  Benicia  Bridge* 

• BART  Extension  on  SR  4 to  Railroad 
Avenue  in  Pittsburg 

• BART  Car  Replacement* 

$400  to  $900  million 

• Local  street  and  roads  repair  (RTP) 

• Widen  SR  4 East  Corridor  (RTP) 

• Freeway  interchange  upgrades  (various) 

• BART  Extension  on  SR  4 to  Hillcrest 
Avenue  in  Antioch 

• BART  Extension  to  Hercules 

Over  $900  million 

• BART  Extension  to  Hilltop  Mall  or 
Pinole  Vista/Pinole  Shores 

• SR  239  Connection  (Brentwood  to 
Tracy) 


( 1 ) Capital  costs  only,  except  when  noted. 

(RTP)  Portions  of  the  project  or  related 

projects  in  the  RTP.  Blueprint  would 
accelerate  the  project  or  close  the 
shortfall. 

* Project  listed  according  to  Contra  Costa 
County  share  of  total  cost.  Total  cost 
may  be  greater  than  the  identified 
category. 

**  Project  not  shown  on  Contra  Costa 
Candidate  Projects  bar  chart. 


What  are  Contra  Costa  County's  Blueprint  priorities? 

Maintenance  Priorities 
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Hercules) 

Additional  county  transit  needs  (e.g.,  lifeline  AC  Transit  service  for  West  County) 
Development  of  SR  239  to  Tracy 


Marin  County  is  growing  at 
a slower  rate  than  the  region. 


Source:  ABAC,  MTC 


This  is  how  trips  will  change  in  various 
Marin  County  travel  corridors  (2000-2020). 

(trips  to  or  from  Marin  County) 


25,000  50,000  75,000  100,000  125,000  150,000  175,000  200,000 

Daily  Person  T rips 


The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects  beyond  those 
included  in  the  RTP. 
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Northwestern  Pacific  (NWP)  rail  station 
site  acquisitions/upgrades 


Golden  Gate 
Corridor 

Complete  the  US  1 0 1 Ultimate 
Gap  Closure  Project  (4.3  miles 
from  North  San  Pedro  Road  to 
Lucky  Drive) 

0 New  HOV  lane(s)  on  US  101  — 
Atherton  to  SR  116  East 

Golden  Gate  Bridge  moveable 
median  barrier 

0 Golden  Gate  Bridge  toll  plaza 
bus  stop  relocation 

0 Commuter  rail  service 

fromCloverdale/Heaidsburg  to 
San  Rafael/Larkspur 

0 Golden  Gate  Bridge  under-deck 
rehabilitation 

0 Golden  Gate  Bridge  maintenance 
facility  relocation 

0 Improvements  to  ferry  service 
(Larkspur  to  San  Francisco) 

Golden  Gate  Ferry  Larkspur 
Terminal  facility  expansion 

0 Improvements  to  ferry  service 
(Sausalito  to  San  Francisco) 

0 Expanded  ferry  service 
(Tiburon  to  San  Francisco) 


Not  Mapped: 

• Construct  new  and  expand 
existing  park-and-ride  lots 
along  US  101 

• Expansion  of  express  and 
intercity  bus  service  on  US  101 

• Improved  access  to  national 
park  sites  in  Marin  County 


North  Bay 
East-West 
Corridor 

0 SR  37  Widening  with 

Environmental  Improvements 


Candidate  Blueprint  Projects  for  Marin  County 
Costs  Exceed  Revenues 


$ suo{||!UJ 


For  illustrative  purposes,  high  costs  are  assumed  for  projects  with  cost  ranges. 
Operating  costs  figures  are  20  year  net  operating  totals. 


These  Blueprint  Projects  Have  Been  Submitted  for  Marin  County  (1) 


$0  to  $50  million 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  Under  Deck  Rehabilitation* 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  District  Maintenance  facility  relocation* 

• Golden  Gate  Transit  Information  system* 

• Sausalito  Ferry  Service  Improvements 

• Tiburon  Ferry  Service  Improvements 

• Larkspur  Ferry  Terminal  and  Service  Improvements 

• Express  Bus  Service  on  US  101  * 

• NWP  Commuter  Rail  with  Feeder  Bus  Service* 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  Bus  Stop  Relocation*  ** 

• New  Park  and  Ride  Lots  along  US  101** 

• Improved  Access  to  Parklands** 

• SR  37  Widening  with  environmental  mitigation 


$50  to  $100  million 

• Local  street  pavement 

• Local  Street  non-pavement  maintenance 

• Local  bridge  rehabilitation  and  seismic  retrofit 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  seismic  shortfall* 

• Golden  Gate  Transit  operating  shortfall  (20-years)* 

• US  101  HOV  lanes:  SR  37  to  Petaluma*  (RTP) 

• Complete  the  US  101  Ultimate  Gap  Closure* 


( 1 ) Capital  costs  only,  except  where  noted. 

(RTP)  Portions  of  the  project  or  related  projects  in  the  RTP.  Blueprint  would  accelerate 
the  project  or  close  the  shortfall. 

* Project  listed  according  to  Marin  County  share  of  total  cost.  Total  cost  may  be 
greater  than  the  identified  category. 


Not  shown  in  the  bar  chart. 
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Improved  transit  access  to  national  park  sites 
Accelerate  funding  for  intra/inter-county  bicycle  projects 


Solano  County  is  growing  at 
a faster  rate  than  the  region. 

60% 
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Source:  ABAC,  MTC 


This  is  how  trips  will  change  in  various 
Solano  County  travel  corridors  (2000-2020). 

(trips  to  or  from  Solano  County) 


Thousands  of  Daily  Person  Trips 


The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects  beyond  those 
included  in  the  RTF. 

Solano  County  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  Investments 
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^.MUdK  ^apiioi  v-ornaor  service  ^six  . Route  12  widening  from  Red  Top  Rd.  to 

round  trips  a day)  and  rail  stations  Napa  County  line 

(potential  sites:  Fairfield/Vacaville  and 

Dixon)  * Route  37  park-and-ride  lot  at  Route  29 


Solano  County  Candidate  Blueprint  Projects 


North  Bay  East-West 
Corridor 

SR  1 2 Improvements  between  1-80 
and  Rio  Vista  Bridge 

© Widen  SR  1 2 from  SR  29  to  1-80 

SR  37  Widening  with  Environmental 
Improvements 
Not  Mopped: 

• New  Express  Bus  Service  from  Fairfield 
to  Napa  via  SR  1 2 


1-80  Corridor 

Interchange  Improvements  and  possibly  HOV  on 
1-80  between  Carquinez  Bridge  and  Highway  37 

1-80  Widening  between  Vacaville  and  Dixon 

© I-80/I-680/SR  12  Interchange  Improvements 

© Express  Bus  on  1-80  HOV  Lanes  from 
Carquinez  Bridge 

© Peak  Period  Commuter  Rail 

Capitol  Corridor  Solano  County  to  Oakland 


1-680  North 
Corridor 

© Widening  of  1-680  from  Benicia  Bridge  to  1-80 

Express  Bus  Service  - Solano  County  to 
Contra  Costa  County  via  1-680 

Light  Rail  on  Benicia  Bridge 


Additional  Vallejo  Ferry  Service 
Intermodal  Facilities  for  Vallejo  Ferry  Service 
New  Ferry  Service  from  Martinez/Benicia 
Light  Rail  on  the  Carquinez  Replacement  Bridge 
Not  Mapped: 

• Solano  County  Bus  Service 


Candidate  Blueprint  Projects  for  Solano  Count 
Costs  Exceed  Revenues 
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These  Blueprint  Projects  Have  Been  Submitted  for  Solano  County 


SO  to  $50  million 

• New  Express  Bus  Service  from 
Fairfield  to  Napa  via  Route  12 

• Express  Bus  Service  - Solano 
County  to  Contra  Costa  County  via 
1-680 

• Additional  Vallejo  Ferry  Service 

• Solano  County  Bus  Service 
(Vacaville/Fairfield  to  Vallejo) 

• Intermodal  Facilites  for  Vallejo 
Ferry  Service 

• Capitol  Corridor/Commuter  Rail 
Service  between  Solano  County  and 
Oakland 

• Widening  of  1-80  between  Vacaville 
and  Dixon 

S50  to  SlOO  million 

• Express  Bus  Service  on  1-80  HOV 
lanes  from  Carquinez  Bridge  to  Bay 
Bridge  (RTP) 

• Widening  of  1-680  North  to  6 lanes 
from  Benicia  Bridge  to  1-80 

• SR  37  Widening  with  Environmental 
Improvements* 

SlOO  to  S400  million 

• Light  Rail  on  the  Carquinez 
Replacement  Bridge 


S400  to  S900  million 

• I-80/I-680/SR  12  Interchange 
Improvements 

• Light  Rail  on  the  Benicia  Bridge 


Cost  To  Be  Determined 

• 1-80  I/C  Improvements  and  possibly 
HOV  on  1-80  between  Carquinez 
Bridge  and  Highway  37** 

• SR  12  Improvements  between  1-80 
and  Rio  Vista  Bridge** 

• Solano  County  Bus  Service  (other 
routes)** 


(1)  Capital  costs  only,  except  when 
noted. 

(RTP)  Portions  of  the  project  or  related 
projects  in  the  RTP.  Blueprint 
would  accelerate  the  project  or  close  the 
shortfall. 

* Project  listed  according  to  Solano 
County  share  of  total  cost.  Total 
cost  may  be  greater  than  the  identified 
category. 

**  Project  not  shown  on  Solano 
Candidate  Projects  bar  chart. 


What  are  Solano  County's  Blueprint  priorities? 


San  Mateo  County  is  growing  at 
a slower  rate  than  the  region. 


Source:  ABAC,  MTC 


This  is  how  trips  will  change  in  various 
San  Mateo  County  travel  corridors  (2000-2020). 

(trips  to  or  from  San  Mateo  County) 


c 


San  Francisco  County  Line 


The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects  beyond  those 
included  in  the  RTP. 

San  Mateo  County  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  Investments 

RTP  Expansion  Projects 
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Blueprint  Projects 


Interstate  Highway 

Slate  Highway 

U.S.  Highway 

— 

Freeway 

— 

Other  Highway 

— 

Maior  Arterial 

Airport 

w 

Port 

Ferry  Terminal 

— 

Rail  Line 

Amtrak  Station 

ACE  Station 

Caltrain  Station 

BART  Line/Station 

Peninsula  Corridor 

© us  1 0 1 Auxiliary  Lanes 

© US  101  Interchange 
Modificaaons 

© Widen  Route  92  between 
US  1 0 1 and  1-280  from 
4 to  6 lanes 

© Improve  Connection  from  Eastboui 
Route  I to  Southbound  1-280  and 
Serramonte  Boulevard 

© CaJtrain  San  Francisco  Downtown 
Extension 

^ Airport  Light  Rail  System  (ARLS) 
Connection  to  Caltrain 

New  Peninsula  Corridor  Ferry 
Services  (Terminal  Locations) 

Devil’s  Slide  Tunnel 

Not  Mapped: 

• Caltrain  Grade  Separations 

• Enhanced  Express 
Bus  Service 

• Caltrain  Electrification 

• Caltrain  Mass  Transit 
Service  (All  Day,  More 
Frequent  Service) 

• Caltrain  Rapid  Rail  Improvements 

T ransbay  Corridors 

Bay  Bridge  - 

Richmond-San  Rafael  Bridge 

Q Expanded  Transbay  Ferry  Service 
(Terminal  Locations) 

Not  Mapped: 

BART s Advanced  Automatic 
Train  Control  (AATC)  System 
Completion 


San  Mateo  Bridge  - 
Dumbarton  Bridge 

SR  84  Bayfront  Extension  from 
US  101  to  SR  82  (El  Camino  Real) 

Increased  Transbay  Bus  Service 

© Dumbarton  Corridor  Rail  Service 
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Expansion  internal  to  county  Expansion  serving  external  trips 


These  Blueprint  Projects  Have  Been  Submitted  for  San  Mateo  County(l) 


SO  to  S50  million 

• BART  Advanced  Automatic  Train 
Control  ** 

• Caltrain  Mass  Transit  services  * 

• Caltrain  Rapid  Rail  * 

• Dumbarton  Bridge  Bus  Service  * ** 

• Dumbarton  Corridor  Rail  Service  * 

• Express  Bus  Service 

• Golden  Gate  B.  Seismic  Retrofit  * ** 

• Peninsula  Ferry  Service  * 

• Route  84  Bayfront  Extension  from 
Woodside  Rd/101  interchange  to  El 
CaminoReal  ** 

• Route  1/1-280  interchange  ** 

• Transbay  Express  Bus  Service 

• Transbay  Ferry  Service  * 


S50  to  SlOO  million 

• BART  Seismic  Retrofit  * 

• SFO/Caltrain  Light  Rail  Connection 

• US  101  Auxiliary  Lanes 

• US  101  Interchange  Modifications 

• Widen  Route  92  from  101  to  1-280 


SlOO  to  S400  million 

• BART  Car  Replacement  * 

• Devil’s  Slide  Tunnel 

• Caltrain  Grade  Separations 

• Caltrain  SF  Downtown  Extension  * 

• Caltrain  Electrification  * 

• Local  Street  and  Roads  Repair  (RTP) 

• Local  Bridge  Repair  (RTP) 


(1)  Capital  costs  only,  except  when  noted. 

(RTP)  Portions  of  the  project  or  related 

projects  in  the  RTP.  Blueprint  would 
accelerate  the  project  or  close  the 
shortfall. 

* Project  listed  according  to  San  Mateo 

County  share  of  total  cost.  Total  cost 
may  be  greater  than  the  identified 
category. 

**  Project  not  shown  on  San  Mateo 
Candidate  Projects  bar  chart. 


What  are  San  Mateo  County’s  Blueprint  priorities? 

(not  in  priority  order) 

• Maintain  existing  and  planned  transportation  system 

- local  street  and  road  repairs 

- long  term  operating  support  for  county-supported  transit  systems 
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Widen  Route  92  between  US  101  and  1-280 
Widen  Route  I through  Half  Moon  Bay  and  Pacifica 


San  Francisco  County  growth  rates  will  moderate 
over  the  long  term  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  region. 


Source:  ABAC,  MTC 


This  is  how  trips  will  change  in  various 
San  Francisco  County  travel  corridors  (2000-2020). 

(trips  to  or  from  San  Francisco  County)  ^ 
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Thousands  of  Daily  Person  Trips 


The  Blueprint  would  finance  projects 
beyond  those  included  in  the  RTP. 

San  Francisco  County  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  Investments 
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San  Francisco  County's  Candidate  Blueprint  Projects 


San  Francisco  Subarea 

(a)  Doyle  Drive  Replacement 

® Conversion  of  Additional  Routes  to  Electric  T rolley 

© New  30th/Mission  BART  Station 

© Fixed  Guideway  Routes:  Geary  Corridor; 

North  Beach  Corridor  Van  Ness  Corridor 

© 3rd  Street  Light  Rail  Transit  (LRT)  Extension 
to  Chinatown 

© Caltrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension 

© Ferry  Landside  Expansion 

© Expanded  T ransbay  Ferry  Service 
(Terminal  Locations) 

Not  Mapped: 

• Expanded  MUNI  Bus 


T ransbay  Corridor 

Not  Mapped: 

• New  VVestbound  and  Eastbound  Ramps  to  1-80 
(Bay  Bridge)  from  Treasure  Island 

• Transbay  Transit  Service  Expansion  (AC  Transit,  GG  Transit) 

• Renovated/New  Transbay  Terminal 

• Rail  on  the  Bay  Bridge 

• BARTs  Advanced  Automatic  Train  Control  (AATC)  System 
Completion 

Peninsula  Corridor 

Not  Mapped: 

• Caltrain  San  Francisco  Downtown  Extension 

• Airport  Light  Rail  System  (ARLS)  Connection  to  Caltrain 

• New  Peninsula  Corridor  Ferry  fervices 

• Caltrain  Grade  Separations 

• Enhanced  Express  Bus  Service 

• Caltrain  Elearification 

• Caltrain  Mass  Transit  Service  (All  Day,  More 
Frequent  Service) 

• Caltrain  Rapid  R^l  Improvements 


Notes; 

• For  Illustrative  purposes,  high  costs  are  assumed  for  projects  with  cost  ranges. 

• Operating  costs  figures  are  20  year  net  operating  totals. 


These  Blueprint  Projects  Have  Been  Submitted  for  San  Francisco  County(l) 


$0  to  $100  million 

• Caltrain  Mass  Transit  Service  * 

• Caltrain  Rapid  Rail  Upgrades  (RTP)  * 

• Electrify  Selected  Muni  Routes 

• Ferr\'  Landside  Expansion 

• Muni  Rapid  Bus  Corridors 

• New  Westbound/Eastbound  Ramps  to  I- 
80  from  Treasure  Island 

SI 00  to  $400  million 

• and  Mission  BART  Station 

• BART  Seismic  Retrofit  * 

• BART  Car  Replacement  * 

• Caltrain  Downtown  Extension  * 

• Caltrain  Electrification  * 

• Doyle  Drive  Replacement  (RTP) 

• Muni  Capital  Requirements  (RTP) 


$400  to  $900  million 

• Local  Streets  and  Roads  Repair  (RTP) 

• Third  Street  Light  Rail  to  Chinatovm 

• Geary  Corridor  Fixed  Guideway 

• North  Beach  Corridor  Fixed  Guideway 

• Van  Ness  Corridor  Fixed  Guideway 


Other  Candidate  Blueprint  Projects 

Affecting  San  Francisco 

• Ferry  Service  - Sausalito  to  SF 

• Ferry  Service  - Tiburon  to  SF 

• Ferry  Service  - Pt.  Sonoma  to  SF 

• Ferry  Service  - Larkspur  to  SF 

• New  Peninsula  Ferry  Service 

• New  Transbay  Ferry  Service 

• New  Transbay  Terminal 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  (GGB)  HTD 
Information  System 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  Moveable  Median 
Barrier 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  Bus  Stop 
Relocation 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  Under  Deck 
Rehabilitation 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  Maintenance 
Facility  Relocation 

• Golden  Gate  Bridge  Seismic  Retrofit 
(RTP) 

• Bay  Bridge  Rail  Service 


(1)  Capital  costs  only,  except  when  noted. 

(RTP)  Portions  of  the  project  or  related 

projects  in  the  RTP.  Blueprint  would 
accelerate  the  project  or  close  the 
shortfall. 

* Project  listed  according  to  San 

Francisco  County  share  of  total  cost. 
Total  cost  may  be  greater  than  the 
identified  category. 

**  Project  not  shown  on  San  Francisco 
Candidate  Projects  bar  chart. 
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New  Transbay  Terminal 
Rail  across  the  Bay  Bridge 
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February  2000 
Bay  Area  Region  Public  Opinion  Poll 


Bay  Area 

Transportation  Blueprint 
FOR  THE  21®^  Century 


Bay  Area  Region  Public  Opinion  Poll 

February  2000 


0 


metropolitan 

TRANSPORTATION 

COMMISSION 


Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 
101  Eighth  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
www.mtc.ca.qov 

Project  Manager: 
Doug  Kimsey 
510.464.7794  phone 
510.464.7848  fax 
dkimsev@mtc. ca.gov 


Introduction 

As  a way  to  assist  with  the  final 
preparation  of  the  Bay  Area 
Transportation  Blueprint  for  the  21^^ 
Century  plan,  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  (MTC) 
completed  a professionally  conducted 
public  opinion  telephone  survey  and  a 
written  survey  for  local  elected 
officials  in  the  Bay  Area  during 
February  2000.  These  survey  efforts 
help  to  augment  the  public  comments 
already  received  from  the  June  1 6, 

1 999  "kick-off"  public  meeting  held  at 
MTC's  MetroCenter  and  the  series  of 
nine  public  meetings  (one  in  each  Bay 
Area  county)  that  took  place  in 
November  and  December  1999. 

This  report  presents  the  findings  from 
the  regional  public  opinion  survey, 
while  the  results  from  the  survey  of 
local  elected  officials  are  tabulated  in  a 
separate  document.  A comparison  of 
the  results  from  the  regional  public 
opinion  poll  and  survey  of  local  elected 
officials  is  also  included  in  this  report. 

Summary  of  Key  Bay  Area 
Region  Public  Opinion  Poll 
Results 

MTC  commissioned  J.  Moore 
Methods,  Inc.  to  conduct  a regional 
public  opinion  telephone  poll  during 
the  beginning  of  February  2000.  A 
total  of  1,850  registered  voters  were 
polled,  and  the  responses  are  within  a 
regional  +/-  2.3  percent  margin  of 
error.  Survey  questions  focused  on 
regional  and  local  transportation 
issues.  All  respondents  were  asked 
the  same  set  of  regional  survey 
questions,  but  county-specific 
questions  were  only  posed  to 


respondents  in  accords  with  their 
county  of  residence.  A summary  of 
the  polling  results  is  provided  below, 
and  attached  to  this  report. 

4^  The  breakdown  of  the  1,850 
respondents  by  county  is  as 
follows: 

- Alameda:  250 

- Contra  Costa:  250 

- Marin:  150 

- Napa:  1 50 

- San  Francisco:  250 

- San  Mateo:  250 

- Santa  Clara:  250 

- Solano:  150 

- Sonoma:  150 

4%^  Most  of  the  respondents  (73%) 
rated  reducing  traffic  congestion  as 
a very  important  issue  for  them, 
but  they  are  dissatisfied  with  how 
this  issue  is  being  handled  (73%). 

4^  A large  majority  felt  that  it  was 
better  to  address  transportation 
problems  and  solutions  regionally, 
crossing  city  and  county  lines  and 
taking  into  consideration  the  entire 
Bay  Region  (76%),  instead  of 
locally,  at  the  city  and  county  level 
(16%). 

4^  Most  ranked  increasing  public 
transit  (76%),  followed  by 
incentive  Transportation  Demand 
Management  programs  for 
employees  (62%),  and  telephone 
information  programs  and  road 
signs  to  alert  motorists  to  traffic 
delays  and  alternate  routes  (53%), 
as  a "high  priority"  when  public 
officials  establish  priorities  to 
address  traffic  congestion  in  the 
Bay  Area. 

Some  believed  that  an  expanded 
and  improved  regional  bus  would 
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play  a somewhat  effective  role  in 
addressing  traffic  congestion  in  the 
future  (43%),  while  others  felt  that 
the  bus  system  plays  a not  too 
effective  role  (23%). 

Alameda  County  respondents  gave 
a high  priority  to  extending  BART 
service  from  Fremont  to  San  Jose 
(66%),  followed  by  extending  the 
Santa  Clara  light  rail  system  from 
San  Jose  to  BART  in  Alameda 
County  (59%)  and  building  a rail 
connection  from  Fremont  BART 
Station  to  San  Jose  (58%). 

San  Francisco  County  respondents 
gave  a high  priority  to  increasing 
MUNI  service  reliability  and 
security  (86%),  followed  by 
increasing  the  frequency  of  Caltrain 
service  between  San  Francisco  and 
Santa  Clara  County  (56%)  and 
extending  the  MUNI  Metro  rail  line 
from  Market  Street  to  Golden  Gate 
Park  (53%). 

San  Mateo  County  respondents 
gave  a high  priority  to  extending 
Caltrain  to  the  Transbay  Terminal 
in  downtown  San  Francisco  (66%), 
followed  by  improving  interchanges 
and  merging  lanes  on  Highway  101 
from  the  San  Francisco  County  line 
to  the  Santa  Clara  County  line 
(63%)  and  increasing  the 
frequency  of  express  bus  service 
from  San  Mateo  County  to  Silicon 
Valley  (54%). 

^ Santa  Clara  County  respondents 
gave  a high  priority  to  extending 
BART  service  from  Fremont  BART 
to  San  Jose  (79%),  followed  by 
extending  the  Santa  Clara  light  rail 
system  from  San  Jose  to  BART  in 
Alameda  County  (65%)  and 
increasing  the  frequency  of  Caltrain 
service  between  San  Jose  and  San 


Mateo  and  San  Francisco  counties 
(57%). 

4^  Contra  Costa  County  respondents 
gave  a high  priority  to  adding  a 
new  bore  for  the  Caldecott 
Tunnel  (71%),  followed  by 
widening  Route  4 East  from 
Pittsburg  to  Brentwood  (62%)  and 
increasing  local  bus  service  within 
Contra  Costa  County  (53%). 

4^  Marin  and  Sonoma  County 

respondents  gave  a high  priority  to 
building  and  operating  a commuter 
rail  system  on  the  existing 
Northwestern  Pacific  rail-of-way 
through  Marin  and  Sonoma 
Counties  (68%),  followed  by 
increasing  express  bus  service 
from  Sonoma  and  Marin  counties 
to  San  Francisco  (61  %)  and 
increasing  ferry  service  from  Marin 
and  Sonoma  counties  to  San 
Francisco  and  the  East  Bay  (60%). 

^ Napa  and  Solano  County 

respondents  gave  a high  priority  to 
widening  Route  12,  Jamieson 
Canyon  Road  (Highway  29  to  1-80) 
(64%),  followed  by  improving  the 
1-80/1-680  interchange  at  Cordelia 
(64%)  and  increasing  direct  bus 
service  from  Napa  and  Solano 
counties  to  the  Central  Bay  Area 
(59%). 

^ Most  supported  increasing  taxes  or 
fees  to  pay  for  the  types  of 
transportation  improvements 
discussed  above  (70%).  As  to  the 
intensity  of  this  support,  most 
strongly  supported  such  fees 
(37%). 

^ A statewide  general  bond  measure 
designated  for  local  and  regional 
transportation  was  ranked  the  top 
strategy  for  funding  transportation 
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improvements  (41  %),  followed  by 
funding  sources  that  are  based  on 
the  amount  of  driving  that  people 
do,  such  as  gas  taxes  (33%). 
Strategies  receiving  strong 
opposition  include  a uniform 
charge  on  the  parking  spaces  at  all 
work  sites  (41  %),  an  increase  in 
bridge  toils  (37%),  and  a sales  tax 
on  goods  and  services  (37%). 

^ Some  favored  current  pending 
legislation  to  reduce  the  approval 
margin  from  two-thirds  to  a 50% 
majority  for  special  purpose  taxes 
(46%),  while  others  opposed 
(46%). 

A large  majority  supported  a 
proposal  to  build  a High  Speed  Rail 
system  in  California  (81  %),  and 
most  supported  increasing  the 
State  sales  tax  by  a 74  cent  to  help 
pay  for  building  this  system  (66%). 

Comparison  of  Bay  Area 
Region  Public  Opinion  Poll  and 
Survey  of  Local  Elected 
Officials 

A comparison  between  the  key 
findings  from  the  Bay  Area  Region 
Public  Opinion  Poll  and  the  Survey  of 
Local  Elected  Officials  is  shown  below. 

^ Local  elected  officials  felt  that 
transportation  problems  and 
solutions  should  be  addressed 
both  locally  and  regionally 
(67%),  while  the  general  public 
felt  that  transportation 
problems  should  be  primarily 
addressed  regionally  (76%). 

Both  local  elected  officials  and 
the  general  public  felt  that  a 


high  priority  should  be  given  to 
increasing  public  transit  (85% 
and  76%,  respectively). 

^ Both  local  elected  officials  and 
the  general  public  felt  that  an 
expanded  and  improved 
regional  bus  system  could  play 
a somewhat  effective  role  in 
addressing  traffic  congestion  in 
the  future  (42%  and  43%, 
respectively). 

^ Both  local  elected  officials  and 
the  general  public  supported 
increasing  taxes  or  fees  to  pay 
for  the  types  of  transportation 
improvements  they  favored 
(83%  and  70%,  respectively). 

While  local  elected  officials 
supported  funding 
transportation  improvements 
using  funding  sources  that  are 
based  on  the  amount  of  driving 
that  people  do  (e.g.,  gas  taxes) 
(63%),  the  top  choice  for  the 
general  public  was  a statewide 
general  bond  measure 
designated  for  local  and 
regional  transportation  projects 
(41%). 

^ Local  elected  officials  more 
strongly  favored  current 
pending  legislation  to  reduce 
the  approval  margin  from  two- 
thirds  to  a 50%  majority  for 
special  purpose  taxes  (75% 
versus  46%  for  the  general 
public). 

^ Both  local  elected  officials  and 
the  general  public  supported 
the  High  Speed  Rail  proposal 
(70%  and  66%,  respectively). 
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Bay  Area  Region 
Public  Opinion  Poll  Results 


COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%)  MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


250  250 


150  250  250  250 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22  15  4 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


2 14  10  21 


5 


7 


1.  Generally  speaking,  do  you  think  things  (a) are  going  in 

the  right  direction  or  do  you  feel  things  are  off  on  the  wrong  track  ? 

( % ) 

al.  in  the  State  of  California. 


RIGHT  DIRECTION 
WRONG  TRACK 
NO  OPINION 


62.8 

26.6 

10.6 


60  60  70 

29  29  24 

11  11  7 


63  64  63 

27  23  23 

10  12  14 


68  58  58 

23  33  32 

9 9 11 


a2 . in  your  local  community. 


RIGHT  DIRECTION  66.8 

WRONG  TRACK  25.7 

NO  OPINION  7 . 4 

a3  . for  you  personally. 

RIGHT  DIRECTION  89.0 

WRONG  TRACK  7.9 

NO  OPINION  3.1 


65  67  73 

27  27  22 

8 6 5 


89  87  88 

10  9 7 

2 4 5 


67  59  68 

25  34  20 

8 7 12 


87  89  91 

8 7 7 

5 4 2 


76  60  62 

18  33  32 

7 7 6 


91  87  88 

6 10  7 

3 3 5 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA- 

N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%)  MEDA 

N=  250 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22 


(weighted  for  registered  voters) 

2a.  Next  I'll  aslc  your  opinion  of  several 
both  locally  and  regionally. 


CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 

250  150  150  250  250  250  150  150 

15  4 2 14  10  21  5 7 

issues  which  are  of  importance 


Is  the  issue  of  (a) a very  important  or  somewhat  important  issue  for  you  ? 

( % ) 


al . reducing  crime . 


VERY  71.2 

SOMEWHAT  27.3 

NO  OPINION  1.4 

a2  . preserving  the  environment . 

VERY  72 . 1 

SOMEWHAT  26.7 

NO  OPINION  1.2 

a3  . improving  public  education. 

VERY  86.5 

SOMEWHAT  11.8 

NO  OPINION  1.7 

a4  . providing  adequate  housing. 

VERY  59.0 

SOMEWHAT  36.5 

NO  OPINION  4.4 

a5.  reducing  traffic  congestion. 

VERY  73.1 

SOMEWHAT  25.0 

NO  OPINION  1 . 8 


72 

27 

0 


76 

24 

0 


57 

40 

3 


78 

19 

3 


63 

34 

3 


66 

31 

3 


75 

24 

2 


79  72 

21  28 

0 1 


70 

29 


67 

33 


77 

23 

0 


68 

30 

2 


80 

19 

1 


75 

22 

4 


71 

29 

0 


71 

27 

2 


74 

25 

2 


56 

40 


49 

46 

5 


50 

47 

3 


48 

47 

5 


72 

23 

4 


64 

27 

9 


63 

33 

4 


53 

44 

3 


71 

28 


56 

41 

3 


74 

23 

3 


75 

20 

4 


76 

23 


71 

27 

2 


69 

29 

2 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA- 

N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%)  MEDA 

N=  250 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22 


(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL- 

COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  7^0 

250  150  150  250  250  250  150 

15  4 2 14  10  21  5 


Are  you  satisfied  or  disatisfied  with  how  this  issue  is  being  handled 

( % ) 


al . reducing  crime . 


SATISFIED  55.4 

DISSATISFIED  40.9 

NO  OPINION  3.4 

a2  . preserving  the  environment . 

SATISFIED  51.9 

DISSATISFIED  43 . 9 

NO  OPINION  4.0 

a3  . improving  public  education. 

SATISFIED  24.5 

DISSATISFIED  71.3 

NO  OPINION  3.9 

a4  . providing  adequate  housing. 


SATISFIED 
DISSATISFIED 
NO  OPINION 


37.7 

55.8 
6 . 0 


a5.  reducing  traffic  congestion. 


SATISFIED 
DISSATISFIED 
NO  OPINION 


22.8 
73.1 
3 . 7 


24 

72 

4 


22 

73 

5 


19 

77 

4 


33 

61 


20 

77 

2 


22 

71 

6 


24 

74 

2 


30 

66 

4 


SON- 

OMA 

150 

7 
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COUNTIES 


BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

N=1850  - ( + /-  = 2.3%)  MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


N=  250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150  150 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22  15  4 2 14  10  21  5 7 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 

Moving  on  to  the  subject  of  transportation. 

There  are  a number  of  different  approaches  to  address  the  growing 
traffic  congestion  in  the  Bay  Area. 

3.  In  your  opinion,  is  it  better  to  address  transportation  problems  and 

solutions  locally,  at  the  city  and  county  level,  or  should  transportation 
be  addressed  regionally,  crossing  city  and  county  lines,  and  taking  into 
consideration  the  entire  Bay  Region? 

( % ) 


LOCALLY/CITY/COUNTY  16 . 2 

REGIONAL/BAY  REGION  76.3 

BOTH  5 . 1 

EITHER/NO  DIFF.  0.6 

NO  OPINION  1 . 6 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


N=  250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150  150 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22  15  4 2 14  10  21  5 7 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 

Next  I'll  ask  your  opinion  regarding  long-term  planning  to  address 
increasing  traffic  congestion  in  the  Bay  Area. 

4a.  When  public  officials  establish  priorities  to  address  traffic  congestion  in 

the  Bay  Area,  should  they  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a) ? 

( % ) 

al . building  more  roads . 

HIGH  36.6  40  46  30  33  27  34  34  39  40 

MEDIUM  32.9  33  30  32  32  29  31  39  39  29 

LOW  28.3  25  23  35  32  40  32  26  19  30 

NO  OPINION  2.1  2 2 3 3 3 4 1 3 1 

a2  . increasing  public  transit. 

HIGH  75.8  74  77  76  78  85  81  71  67  72 

MEDIUM  16.6  17  14  19  13  11  12  21  23  19 

LOW  6.5  8 7 5 7 3 4 8 7 9 

NO  OPINION  1.0  1 2 1 2 1 3 0 2 0 


adding  carpool  lanes . 
HIGH 
MEDIUM 
LOW 

NO  OPINION 


34.3 

3.3 


incentive  programs  to  encourage  more  people  to  work  at  home,  work  longer  hours 
on  fewer  days,  or  work  flexible  schedules  to  avoid  commute  hour  congestion. 
HIGH  61.8  60  66  61  57  59  68  61  63 

MEDIUM  22.3  25  16  27  25  23  18  24  21 

LOW  12.4  11  15  11  13  13  10  14  11 

NO  OPINION  3.5  4 4 1 5 5 4 2 4 


a5 . telephone  information  programs  and  road  signs  to  alert  motorists  to  traffic 
delays  and  alternate  routes . 

HIGH  53.2  53  59  47  53  48  55  52  5i 

MEDIUM  29.1  31  22  30  33  30  27  32  2' 

LOW  15.7  13  18  23  12  20  15  14  !■ 

NO  OPINION  1.9  2 1 0 1 2 4 2 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA- 

N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%)  MEDA 

N=  250 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22 


(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 

250  150  150  250  250  250  150  150 

15  4 2 14  10  21  5 7 


4a.  When  public  officials  establish  priorities  to  address  traffic  congestion  in 

the  Bay  Area,  should  they  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a) ? 

( % ) 


a6 . providing  roving  tow  trucJcs  to  clear  accidents  and  incidents  from  the 
roads  more  quic)cly. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


51.9 

29.2 

15.2 
3 . 7 


52 

30 

12 

5 


66 

21 

10 

4 


47 

30 

18 


47 

29 

18 


49 

30 

20 

2 


51 

22 

20 

7 


46 

37 

15 

3 


55 

28 

16 


4b.  Some  people  believe  that  a regional  bus  system,  with  expanded  service, 
using  freeway  carpool  lanes  and  designated  bus  lanes  on  local  streets 
could  play  a more  important  role  in  the  future  to  alleviate  mounting 
traffic  congestion. 


In  your  opinion,  would  an  expanded  and  improved  regional  bus  system  play 
a very  effective,  somewhat  effective  or  not  too  effective  role  in 
addressing  traffic  congestion  in  the  future? 

( % ) 


VERY  EFFECTIVE  30.8 

SOMEWHAT  EFFECTIVE  42.9 

NOT  TOO  EFFECTIVE  23.0 

NO  OPINION  3.0 


33  26  32 

44  43  42 

20  28  24 

3 2 1 


34  35  26 

44  40  44 

19  19  26 

3 5 4 


29  39  28 

46  38  38 

22  21  29 

2 2 4 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR- 
MEDA  COST  IN 


250  250  150 


SANT  SOL-  SON- 
OMA 


NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO 
150  250  250  250  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


ALAMEDA  COUNTY 


Would  you  give 

( % ) 


a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to 


al.  building  a rail  connection  from  the  Fremont  BART  Station  to  San  Jose. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


57.9 

22.6 

14.3 


a2 . extending  BART  service  from  Dublin/Pleasanton  to  Livermore. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


54.8 

22.2 

15 . 9 
7.1 


a3 . increasing  AC  Transit  bus  service  within  local  communities. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


adding  ferry  service  from  Alameda  and  Berkeley  to  San  Francisco. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


47.2 
34 . 1 
15.5 
3.2 


a5 . providing  a direct  rail  connection  between  BART  and  the  Oakland  Airport. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


57.5 
23.4 
17.1 
2 . 0 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

N=1850  - ( + /-  = 2.3%)  MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


250  250  150  150  250  250 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


ALAMEDA  COUNTY 


5c . 


Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority 

( % ) 


(a) 


a6 . adding  a new  4th  bore  for  the  Caldecott  Tunnel. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


45.2  45 

23.4  23 

19.8  20 

11.5  12 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


a7 . widening  Route  238  between  1-880  and  1-580. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


51.2  51 

27.4  27 

11.5  12 

9.9  10 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


a8 . adding  more  bike  lanes  and  walking  paths . 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


34.1  34 

33.3  33 

30.6  31 

2.0  2 


a9.  extending  BART  service  from  Fremont  to  San  Jose. 

HIGH  66.3  66  0 0 0 

MEDIUM  20.2  20  0 0 0 

LOW  9.5  10  0 0 0 

NO  OPINION  4.0  4 0 0 0 

alO.  extending  the  Santa  Clara  light  rail  system  from  San  Jose 
in  Alameda  County. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


58.7  59 

21.8  22 

13.1  13 

6.3  6 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

to  BART 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL- 

N=1850  - ( + /-  = 2.3%)  MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO 

N=  250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22  15  4 2 14  10  21 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 

***  SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  *** 

6c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a) ? 

( % ) 

al.  replacing  the  Doyle  Drive  approach  to  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  with  a new 
surface  expressway. 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

a2 . extending  the  Muni  Metro  rail  line  from  Mission  Bay  to  Chinatown. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


31.8 

25.7 

24.1 

18.0 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


51.8  0 

26.5  0 

15.1  0 

6.1  0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


52  0 0 

27  0 0 

15  0 0 

6 0 0 


a3 . extending  the  Muni  Metro  rail  line  from  Market  Street  to  Golden  Gate  Park. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


53.1  0 

26.1  0 

16.7  0 

3.7  0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


53  0 0 

26  0 0 

17  0 0 

4 0 0 


a4  . 


extending  the  Muni  Metro  rail 


line 


from  Fisherman's  Wharf 


to  the  Presidio. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


36.7  0 

30.6  0 

25.3  0 

6.9  0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


37  0 0 

31  0 0 

25  0 0 

7 0 0 


a5.  increasing  the  frequency  of  Cal-Train  service  between  San  Francisco  and 
Santa  Clara  County. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


55.9  0 

20.4  0 

13.1  0 

10.2  0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


56  0 0 
20  0 0 
13  0 0 
10  0 0 


5 


0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


SON- 

OMA 

150 

7 


0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 
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M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


COUNTIES 

ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 


22  15 


4 2 14  10  21 


5 


7 


***  SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY  *** 

6c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a) 

( % ) 


a6 . increasing  MUNI  service  reliability  and  security. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


86.1 

7.3 

2.4 
3 . 7 


a7 . adding  more  parking  south  of  Market  Street . 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


49 . 0 

17 . 1 

28.2 
5.3 


a8 . adding  more  bike  lanes  and  walking  paths . 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


40 . 8 
22.4 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 


7c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a)_ 

( % ) 


increasing  the  frequency  of  Cal-Train  service  between  San  Mateo  and 
San  Francisco  and  Santa  Clara  Counties. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


49.6 

26.8 

10.8 

12.4 


a2 . replacing  Cal-Train  diesel  trains  with  electric  powered  trains. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


35.2 
25.6 
18 . 8 
20.0 


a3 . extending  Cal-Train  to  the  TransBay  terminal  in  downtown  San  Francisco. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


66.4 
16 . 8 

9.2 

7.2 


a4 . increasing  the  frequency  of  express  bus  service  from  San  Mateo  County 
to  San  Francisco. 

HIGH  49.2  0 0 0 0 0 49 

MEDIUM  29.2  0 0 0 0 0 29 

LOW  12.4  0 0 0 0 0 12 

NO  OPINION  8.8  0 0 0 0 0 9 

a5 . increasing  the  frequency  of  express  bus  service  from  San  Mateo  County 
to  Silicon  Valley. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 


54 . 0 
22.4 

10.0 
13.2 


NO  OPINION 
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M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


250  250  150  150  250  250  250 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 


7c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a)_ 

( % ) 


a6 . increasing  local  bus  service  in  San  Mateo  County. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


44 . 0 
29.2 

16 . 0 


a7 . improving  interchanges  and  merging  lanes  on  Highway  101  from  the  San  Francisco 
County  line  to  the  Santa  Clara  County  line. 

HIGH  62.8  0 0 0 0 0 63  0 0 

MEDIUM  18.4  0 0 0 0 0 18  0 0 

LOW  9.2  0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 

NO  OPINION  9.2  0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 

a8 . adding  rail  service  across  the  Dumbarton  Bridge. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


51.2 
18 . 0 


a9.  increasing  express  bus  service  between  Alamada  and  San  Mateo  Counties. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


36.0 

27.6 

16.4 


alO.  adding  more  bilce  lanes  and  waDcing  paths. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


35.2 
28 . 0 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY 


8c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a)_ 

( % ) 


al . extending  BART  service  from  the  Fremont  BART  Station  to  San  Jose . 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


0 


0 


a2.  extending  the  Santa  Clara  light  rail  system  from  San  Jose  to  BART  in 
Alameda  County. 

HIGH  65.2  0 0 0 0 0 065- 

MEDIUM  22.8  0 0 0 0 0 0 23 

LOW  8.8  0 0 0 0 0 0 9 

NO  OPINION  3.2  0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

a3 . adding  a carpool  lane  in  each  direction  on  Highway  101  from  South  San  Jose 
to  Gilroy. 

HIGH  48.8  0 0 0 0 0 0 49 

MEDIUM  24.0  0.0  0 0 0 0 24 

LOW  23.6  0 0 0 0 0 0 24 

NO  OPINION  3.6  0 0 0 0 0 0 4 


a4 . increasing  express  bus  service,  and  expanding  the  network  of  carpool  and 
high  occupancy  vehicle  lanes  for  bus  use. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


40.4 

37.2 

20.8 

1.6 


widening  Route  152  from  Gilroy  to  Route  156  near  the  Santa  Clara/San  Benito 
County  line. 

HIGH  31.6  0 0 0 0 0 0 32  i 

MEDIUM  28.0  0 0 0 0 0 0 28  ' 

LOW  23.2  0 0 0 0 0 0 23  i 

NO  OPINION  17.2  0 0 0 0 0 017 


Page  13 


COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 


INC. 

.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR- 
MEDA  COST  IN 
250  250  150 


SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 


NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO 
150  250  250  250  150 


OMA 

150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY 


Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a) ? 

( % ) 

increasing  the  frequency  of  Cal-Train  service  between  San  Jose  and 
San  Mateo  and  San  Francisco  counties. 

HIGH  56.8  0 0 0 0 0 0 

MEDIUM  30.0  0 0 0 0 0 0 

LOW  10.0  0 0 0 0 0 0 

NO  OPINION  3.2  0 0 0 0 0 0 


a7.  increasing  the  frequency  of  Cal-Train  service  between  Gilroy  and  San  Jose. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


53.2 

24.4 


53 


a8 . extending  the  Santa  Clara  light  rail  system  from  downtown  San  Jose  to  Los  Gatos. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


50 . 0 
21.6 
20.4 
8 . 0 


50 


a9.  extending  the  Santa  Clara  light  rail  system  from  the  east  San  Jose/Evergreen 


area  to  downtown  San  Jose. 
HIGH  54.4 

MEDIUM  24.8 

LOW  13.6 

NO  OPINION  7 . 2 


alO.  improving  local  streets  and  local  intersections. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


54 . 8 
27.2 
15.6 
2.4 


all.  adding  more  bike  lanes  and  walking  paths. 
HIGH  31.6  0 

MEDIUM  32.8  0 

LOW  35.2  0 

NO  OPINION  0.4  0 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA- 

N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%)  MEDA 

N=  250 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22 


(weighted  for  registered  voters) 

***  CONTRA  COSTA  COUNTY  *** 


CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 

250  150  150  250  250  250  150  150 

15  4 2 14  10  21  5 7 


9c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a) 

( % ) 


al.  extending  BART  service  from  West  Pittsburg  to  central  Pittsburg. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


49.0  0 

19.1  0 

21.9  0 

10.0  0 


49  0 0 
19  0 0 
22  0 0 
10  0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


a2 . widening  Route  4 East  from  Pittsburg  to  Brentwood. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


61.8 

15.9 

16.3 

6.0 


0 62  0 
0 16  0 
0 16  0 
0 6 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


a3 . adding  a new  4th  bore  for  the  Caldecott  tunnel. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


70.9 

14.7 

9.6 

4.8 


0 71  0 

0 15  0 

0 10  0 

0 5 0 


a4 . increasing  express  bus  service  from  the  west  county  to  Oakland  along  the 
1-80  corridor. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


47.4  0 

20.3  0 

20.7  0 

11.6  0 


47  0 0 
20  0 0 
210  0 
12  0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


a5.  increasing  local  bus  service  within  Contra  Costa  County. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 


52.6  0 

22.7  0 

20.3  0 

4.4  0 


53  0 0 

23  0 0 

20  0 0 

4 0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


NO  OPINION 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

N=1850  - ( + /-  = 2.3%)  MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22  15  4 2 14  10  21  5 7 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 

***  CONTRA  COSTA  COUNTY  *** 


9c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a) 

( % ) 


a6 . improving  local  streets  and  intersections  throughout  the  County. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


51 . 8 

31.1 

15.1 
2 . 0 


0 52  0 

0 31  0 

0 15  0 

0 2 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


a7 . widening  Vasco  Road  from  Brentwood  to  Livermore. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


35.5  0 35 

21.1  0 21 

21.5  0 22 

21.9  0 22 


0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 


a8 . adding  more  bike  lanes  and  walking  paths . 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


35.1  0 , 35 

27.9  0 28 

36.3  0 36 

0.8  0 1 


0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR- 
MEDA  COST  IN 

250  250  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


MARIN/ SONOMA  COUNTIES 


SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 


NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO 


OMA 

150 


10c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a) ? 

( % ) 

al . adding  a carpool  lane  in  each  direction  on  Highway  101  between  Windsor 
and  Petaluma. 

HIGH  36.4  0 0 25  0 0 0 0 

MEDIUM  18.5  0 023  0 0 0 0 

LOW  33.4  0 0 35  0 0 0 0 

NO  OPINION  11.6  0 018  0 0 0 0 

al.  adding  a carpool  lane  in  each  direction  on  Highway  101  between  Petaluma 
and  Novato . 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


19.2 

27.5 

2.6 


i a2 . building  and  operating  a commuter  rail  system  on  the  existing  Northwestern 
Pacific  rail  right-of-way  through  Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


68.2 
14.2 
12 . 9 


increasing  ferry  service  from  Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties  to  San  Francisco 
and  the  East  Bay. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


59.6 

21.5 

13.6 
5.3 


a4 . increasing  express  bus  service  from  Sonoma  and  Marin  Coiinties  to  San  Francisco. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


61.3 
24 . 8 

11.3 
2.6 
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M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 


INC. 

.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR- 
MEDA  COST  IN 
250  250  150 


SAN  SAN 
NAPA  FRAN  MATE 


SANT  SOL-  SON- 


CLAR  ANO 
250  150 


OMA 

150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


MARIN/ SONOMA  COUNTIES 


10c.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to 
( % ) 


_(a)_ 


a5 . adding  more  bike  lanes  and  walking  paths . 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


41 . 7 

22.8 
34.4 


a6 . increasing  local  bus  services  throughout  Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties . 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


51.3 

28.1 


50 


a7 . improving  local  streets  and  intersections  in  communities  throughout 
Sonoma  and  Marin  Counties . 

HIGH  46.7  0 0 47  0 0 0 

MEDIUM  36.1  0 0 36  0 0 0 

LOW  14.2  0 0 14  0 0 0 

NO  OPINION  3.0  0 0 3 0 0 0 


a8 . widening  Highway  37  to  four  lanes  from  the  Route  12/Route  37  junction  to  Route  29. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


44.4 

21.9 

21.9 

11.9 


42 


46 


a9.  realigning  Highway  116  between  Sonoma  and  Petaluma. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


28 . 8 
27 . 5 


20.5 


0 


32 


charging  tolls  for  the  use  of  new  Highway  101  lanes  between  Novato  and 
Petaluma  and  using  the  money  to  expand  transit  service. 

HIGH  24.8  0 0 28  0 0 0 0 

MEDIUM  18.5  0 0 19  0 0 0 0 

LOW  51.3  0 0 46  0 0 0 0 

NO  OPINION  5.3  0 0 6 0 0 0 0 
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M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR- 
MEDA  COST  IN 

250  250  150 


COUNTIES 

SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

NAPA  FRiVN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 

150  250  250  250  150  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


**  NAPA/ SOLANO  COUNTIES  ** 


lie.  Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to  (a)_ 

( % ) 


al . widening  Route  12,  Jamison  Canyon  Road,  from  Highway  29  to  1-80. 

HIGH  63.9  0 0 0 71  0 C 

MEDIUM  20.4  0 0 0 19  0 C 

LOW  10.7  0 0 0 5 0 C 

NO  OPINION  5.0  0 0 0 4 0 C 

a2 . increasing  local  bus  service  throughout  Napa  and  Solano  Coiinties . 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


44 . 8 
31.4 
19.7 
4.0 


a3 . increasing  direct  bus  service  from  Napa  and  Solano  Counties  to  the 
central  Bay  Area. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


59.2 

23.4 

15.4 

2.0 


a4 . providing  additional  ferry  service  from  Vallejo  and  Benicia  to  San  Francisco. 

HIGH  56.5  0 0 0 59  0 0 0 54 

MEDIUM  24.7  0 0 0 27  0 0 0 22 

LOW  15.7  0 0 0 10  0 0 0 21 

NO  OPINION  3.0  0 0 0 4 0 0 0 2 


a5 . expanding  Capitol  Corridor  passenger  rail  service  to  Oakland  and  San  Jose. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


56.2 

24.1 

12.4 

7.4 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR- 
MEDA  COST  IN 


SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 
OMA 


NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CIAR  ANO 
150  150  250  250  250  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


NAPA/ SOLANO  COUNTIES 


Would  you  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to 

( % ) 


a6 . expanding  Capitol  Corridor  passenger  rail  service  to  Sacramento. 

HIGH  50.8  -0  0 0 47  0 l 

MEDIUM  25.4  0 0 0 25  0 I 

LOW  16.1  0 0 0 19  0 ( 

NO  OPINION  7.7  0 0 0 10  0 I 

a7 . improving  the  I -80/1 -680  interchange  at  Cordelia. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


63.5 

19.4 

10.4 
6 . 7 


a8 . improving  local  streets  and  intersections  in  communities  throughout 
Napa  and  Solano  Counties. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


50.8 
34.4 
13 . 0 
1.7 


a9 . widening  Route  37  between  Vallejo  and  Novato. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


52 . 8 

27.8 
13.7 

5.7 


alO.  adding  more  bi)ce  lanes  and  walking  paths. 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

NO  OPINION 


34 . 8 

28.4 

35.5 
1.3 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 


ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


N=  250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22  15  4 2 14  10  21  5 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 

13 . Would  you  support  or  oppose  increasing  taxes  or  fees  to  pay  for  the 
types  of  transportation  improvements  we  discussed? 

{ % ) 


SUPPORT 

OPPOSE 

NO  OPINION 


70.2 

24.2 


INTENSITY 


SUPPORT- STRG 
SUPPORT- SOME 
OPPOSE -STRG 
OPPOSE- SOME 


36 . 9 
33.2 
15 . 7 
8 . 5 


37 

32 

16 

10 


28 

38 

20 

9 


38 

36 

10 

11 


31 

33 

20 

11 


36 

36 

11 

11 


30 

36 

18 

6 


48 

28 

12 

5 


34 

33 

21 

9 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA- 

N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%)  MEDA 

N=  250 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22 


(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL- 

COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO 

250  150  150  250  250  250  150 

15  4 2 14  10  21  5 


To  malce  the  types  of  transportation  improvements  we've  been  discussing, 
voters  in  your  county  would  have  to  approve  a list  of  projects,  as  well 
as  one  or  more  f landing  sources  to  pay  for  the  transportation  improvements . 

Next  I'll  ask  your  opinion  of  several  possible  funding  sources  that 
could  be  considered  for  funding  transportation  improvements. 

14.  Would  you  support  or  oppose  funding  transportation  improvements  with  (a) 

( % ) 


al . funding  sources  that  are 
such  as  gas  taxes . 


based  on  the  amount  of  driving  that  people  do. 


SUPPORT- STRG 
SUPPORT- SOI4E 
OPPOSE-STRG 
OPPOSE -SOME 
NO  OPINION 


33.2  34 

23.4  25 

28.7  27 

12.0  12 

2.6  2 


27  36  24 

23  30  20 

35  25  33 

14  8 19 

2 13 


39  30  36 

19  26  21 

24  32  28 

13  7 12 

5 6 2 


a2 . a sales  tax  on  goods 


and  services . 


SUPPORT- STRG 
SUPPORT- SOME 
OPPOSE-STRG 
OPPOSE -SOME 
NO  OPINION 


13.9  12 

28.4  31 

36.5  37 

18.4  19 

2.6  2 


14  15  11 

25  30  25 

39  37  37 

21  16  25 

12  2 


10  14  20 

29  28  26 

37  35  34 

21  15  19 

3 7 2 


a3 . a uniform  charge  on  the  parking  spaces  at  all  work  sites. 


SUPPORT -STRG 
SUPPORT- SOME 
OPPOSE-STRG 
OPPOSE- SOME 
NO  OPINION 


14.5  12 

22.0  20 

41.1  45 

15.3  15 

7.0  8 


14  8 11 

22  20  15 

43  37  49 

14  26  21 

7 9 5 


21  13  18 

31  21  19 

22  41  45 

15  17  14 

11  8 4 


a4  . an  increase  in  bridge  tolls. 


SUPPORT -STRG  18.0 

SUPPORT- SOME  24.0 

OPPOSE-STRG  36.9 

OPPOSE-SOME  17.3 

3.7 


19  13 

24  24 

40  41 

15  20 

3 3 


11  17 

23  18 

41  45 

24  19 

1 1 


22  15 

23  25 

31  39 

21  16 

3 5 


23 

28 

27 

16 

7 


30 

25 

32 

11 


14 
30 
39 

15 
2 


13 

23 

46 

13 


SON- 

OMA 

150 


32 

27 

26 

13 

2 


13 

34 

36 

13 

4 


11 

22 

49 

13 

6 


18 

21 

35 

22 


NO  OPINION 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS 
N=1850  - (+/-  = 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE 


INC. 

2.3%) 

N= 

100.0 


ALA-  CONT  MAR- 
MEDA  COST  IN 

250  250  150 

22  15  4 


SAN  SAN 
NAPA  FRAN  MATE 

150  250  250 

2 14  10 


SANT  SOL-  SON- 

CLAR  ANO  OMA 

250  150  150 

215  7 


(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


14.  Would  you  support  or  oppose  funding  transportation  improvements  with  (a) 

( % ) 


a5 . a statewide  general  bond  measure  designated  for  local  and  regional 
transportation  projects. 


SUPPORT- STRG 
SUPPORT- SOME 
OPPOSE- STRG 
OPPOSE-SOME 
NO  OPINION 


41.4 

32.2 

12.6 

7.0 

6.8 


43  38 

33  31 

11  18 

6 8 

7 6 


44  41 

35  28 

12  17 

6 7 

3 7 


40  42 

36  28 

11  15 

8 5 

6 10 


46  41 

29  33 

11  11 
7 11 

7 3 


32 

39 

13 

7 

9 


15.  New  transportation  funding,  like  other  special  purpose  taxes, 

reqpaires  two-thirds  voter  approval,  which  is  difficult  to  achieve 
in  most  areas.  Do  you  favor  or  oppose  current  pending  legislation 
to  reduce  the  approval  margin  from  two-thirds  to  a 50%  majority  for 
special  purpose  taxes? 

( % ) 


FAVOR 

OPPOSE 

NO  OPINION 


46.4 

46.2 

7.4 


47  41  48 

44  53  48 

9 6 5 


41  45  44 

52  45  45 

7 10  10 


52  46  46 

43  47  49 

5 7 5 


INTENSITY 


FAVOR -STRG 
FAVOR- SOME 
OPPOSE -STRG 
OPPOSE-SOME 


28.4 
18 . 0 
32 . 1 
13.9 


28  24  27 

19  17  21 

27  39  34 

17  15  13 


19  25  29 

21  20  15 

36  30  32 

15  15  12 


36  26  25 

16  19  21 

31  34  38 

12  13  11 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 

J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC.  ALA-  CONT  MAR-  SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL-  SON- 

N=1850  - ( + /-  = 2.3%)  MEDA  COST  IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO  OMA 


250  250  150  150  250  250  250  150 


PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0  22  15 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


4 2 14  10  21 


5 


7 


16a.  There  is  currently  a proposal  to  build  a High  Speed  Rail  system 

in  California,  connecting  Sacramento,  the  Bay  Area,  Los  Angeles  and 
San  Diego.  Do  you  favor  or  oppose  this  idea? 

{ % ) 


FAVOR 

OPPOSE 

NO  OPINION 


81.0 
13 . 9 
5.1 


78  82  85 

17  13  12 

5 5 3 


81  85  80 

13  10  15 

6 5 5 


80  81  81 

15  13  13 

5 6 7 


16b.  Would  you  support  or  oppose  increasing  the  State  sales  tax  by  a 1/4 
cent  to  help  pay  for  building  the  High  Speed  Rail  system? 

( % ) 


SUPPORT 

OPPOSE 

NO  OPINION 


66.0 

30.4 

3.6 


61 

35 

4 


75 

24 

1 


66 

31 

3 


70 

26 

4 


64 

32 

4 


67 

27 

6 


65 

33 


INTENSITY 

SUPPORT -STRG 
SUPPORT -SOME 
OPPOSE -STRG 
OPPOSE -SOME 


42.3 
23.6 

22.4 
7.9 


50 

25 

18 

6 


43 

23 

19 

12 


46 

24 

17 

9 


45 

18 

24 

8 


44 

23 

20 

7 


44 

21 

27 

6 


43 

28 

17 

11 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 

N=1850  - {+/-  = 2.3%) 

N= 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


ALA- 

MEDA 

250 


CONT 

COST 

250 


NAPA 

150 


SAN  SAN  SANT  SOL- 
FRAN  MATE  CLAR  ANO 
250  250  250  150 


SON- 

OMA 

150 


And  now,  some  final  questions  for  classification  purposes. 


dl . Do  you  own  or  rent  your  place  of  residence  ? 
OWN  70.3  70  80 

RENT  26.6  29  15 

OTHER  3.1  1 5 


d2 . Are  you  a member  of  any  of  the  following  ethnic  or 


or  minority  groups  ? 
hispanic  or  latino 
asian 

pacific  islander 
black/af rican-amer . 
american  Indian 
disabled 
NONE 


( READ  LIST  - IF  YES,  CIRCLE  ITEMS 


0.9 

6.4 

1.9 


da4  . 


For  statistical  purposes  only  : What  was  the  approximate 

total  income  of  your  household  last  year.  Was  it  .... 


$ 20 , 000  or  less 
$ 20,000  - 40,000 
$ 40,000  - 75,000 
$ 75,000  - 100,000 
$100,000  or  more 
( REFUSED  ) 


9.0 


15.9 

21.9 
10.5 


Do  you  work  outside  your  home 
YES  62.3 


13 


37 


56  58 


d4b.  What  mode  of  transportation  do  you  use  MOST  OFTEN  to  get  to  work 


Do  you 


( CIRCLE  ONE  ) 


drive  by  yourself 
ride  the  bus 
carpool  or  vanpool 
ride  the  train 
ride  a bicycle 
ride  a motorcycle 
walk 

use  other  mode 
DOESN'T  APPLY 
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COUNTIES 


M.T.C. 

BAY  AREA  STUDY 
FEBRUARY  - 2000 
J. MOORE  METHODS  , INC. 

N=1850  - (+/-  = 2.3%) 

N= 

PERCENT  TO  WHOLE  = 100.0 

(weighted  for  registered  voters) 


ALA- 

MEDA 

250 

22 


CONT 

COST 

250 

15 


MAR-  SAN  SAN 

IN  NAPA  FRAN  MATE 
150  150  250  250 


d4c.  Do  you  worJc  inside  or  outside  the  County  in  which  you  live  ? 


INSIDE 

OUTSIDE 


43 . 8 
17.4 


Do  you  telecommute  from  home  part  time  or  full  time? 


YES /PART  TIME 
YES/FULL  TIME 
NO 


15.3 
7.2 

77.3 


In  terms  of  your  political  outloolc,  do  you  consider  yourself  a 
Conservative,  a Moderate  or  a Liberal  ? 


CONSERVATIVE 

MODERATE 

LIBERAL 

DON'T  KNOW 


27.4 

38.4 
28.7 


JUNE  1998  VOTERS 


78.3 

21.6 


DEMOCRAT 
REPUBLICAN 
DECLINED 
OTHER  PARTY 


53 . 0 

29.0 
12.6 

5.0 


SEX 

MALE 

FEMALE 

AGE 

18-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-64 
65  + 


46.4 

53.6 


39 

61 


47 

53 


51 

49 


43 

57 


52 

48 


46 

54 


10 . 0 

18 . 5 
26 . 0 

22.5 
13 . 8 


11 

20 

25 

16 

12 


6 

14 

33 

31 

16 


3 

12 

26 

34 

24 


9 

12 

26 

25 

27 


17 

26 

21 

19 

8 


7 

15 

24 

24 

14 


SANT  SOL- 
CLAR  ANO 
250  150 

21  5 


57  31 

8 33 


18  11 
7 4 

74  85 


31  34 

40  42 

25  21 

4 3 


83  81 

17  19 


46  50 

34  31 

15  15 

4 4 


48  47 

52  53 


12  5 

19  18 

23  37 

25  21 

9 15 


SON- 

OMA 

150 

7 


44 

11 


30 

40 

25 

5 


80 

20 


50 

33 

12 

5 


52 

48 


7 

17 

29 

19 

28 
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Introduction 


As  a way  to  assist  with  the  final 
preparation  of  the  Bay  Area 
Transportation  Blueprint  for  the 
Century  plan,  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission  completed 
a professionally  conducted  public 
opinion  telephone  survey  and  a 
written  survey  for  local  elected 
officials  in  the  Bay  Area  during 
February  2000.  These  survey  efforts 
help  to  augment  the  public  comments 
already  received  from  the  June  16, 

1 999  "kick-off"  public  meeting  held  at 
MTC's  MetroCenter  and  the  series  of 
nine  public  meetings  (one  in  each  Bay 
Area  county)  that  took  place  in 
November  and  December  1999.  This 
report  presents  the  findings  from  the 
survey  of  Bay  Area  local  elected 
officials,  while  the  results  of  the 
public  opinion  survey  are  tabulated  in 
a separate  document. 

Summary  of  Key  Findings  from 
THE  Survey  of  Local  Elected 
Officials 

On  February  9,  2000,  MTC  mailed  an 
abbreviated  version  of  the 
professionally  conducted  regional 
public  opinion  survey  to  over  600 
local  elected  officials  in  the  Bay  Area. 
We  requested  that  surveys  be 
completed  and  returned  via  fax  by 
February  1 8,  2000.  Eighty-four  fax- 
back  surveys  were  returned  (which  is 
a 14%  response  rate).  The  results  of 
the  survey  were  tabulated  and 
presented  at  a special  Commission 
workshop  on  February  23,  2000.  The 
survey  instrument  is  attached  to  this 
report. 


Key  highlights  from  this  survey  are 
summarized  below,  and  the  findings 
are  displayed  in  the  bar  charts 
attached  to  this  report.  Additionally, 
two  open-ended  questions  about 
major  county  traffic  bottlenecks  and 
most  important  mass  transit 
improvements  were  asked  in  the 
survey.  The  responses  to  these 
questions  have  been  compiled  and 
attached  to  this  report. 

Key  Findings: 

The  breakdown  of  the  84 
returned  surveys  by  county  is 
as  follows: 

- Alameda:  14 

- Contra  Costa:  15 

- Marin:  13 

- Napa:  1 

- San  Francisco:  4 

- San  Mateo:  12 

- Santa  Clara:  14 

- Solano:  5 

- Sonoma:  6 

A majority  of  the  local  elected 
officials  believed  that  it  is 
better  to  address  transportation 
problems  and  solutions  both 
locally  at  the  city  and  county 
level  and  regionally,  crossing 
city  and  county  lines  and 
taking  into  consideration  the 
entire  Bay  Region  (67%). 

When  establishing  long-term 
planning  priorities  to  address 
traffic  congestion,  most 
believed  that  high  priority 
should  be  given  to  increasing 
public  transit  (i.e.,  rail,  bus, 
ferries)  (85%),  followed  by 
incentive  transportation 
demand  management  programs 
for  employees  (57%)  and 


Survey  of  Local  Elected  Officials  - 1 


adding  carpool  lanes  (24%).  A 
low  priority  was  given  to 
building  more  roads  (50%)  and 
telephone  information  programs 
and  road  signs  to  alert 
motorists  to  traffic  delays  and 
alternate  routes  (38%). 

^ Several  believed  that  a regional 
bus  system,  with  expanded 
service,  using  freeway  carpool 
lanes  and  designated  bus  lanes 
on  local  streets,  could  play  a 
somewhat  effective  role  in 
addressing  traffic  congestion 
(42%). 

^ A large  majority  supported 
increasing  taxes  or  fees  to  pay 
for  the  types  of  transportation 
improvements  they  favored 
(83%)  while  only  a few 
opposed  (10%).  As  to  the 
degree  of  that  support,  many 
strongly  supported  such  tax  or 
fee  increases  (74%). 

^ Most  strongly  supported 
funding  transportation 
improvements  using  funding 
sources  that  are  based  on  the 
amount  of  driving  that  people 
do  (i.e.,  gas  taxes)  (63%)  and 
a statewide  general  bond 
measure  designated  for  local 
and  regional  transportation 
projects  (60%).  Some 
somewhat  supported  using 
sales  tax  (40%)  and  increased 
bridge  tolls  (38%).  And,  some 
strongly  opposed  using  a 
uniform  charge  on  the  parking 
spaces  at  all  work  sites  (30%). 

^ Most  favored  current  pending 
legislation  (SCA  3)  to  reduce 
the  approval  margin  from  two- 
thirds  to  a 50%  majority  for 
special  purpose  taxes  (75%). 


For  those  who  supported  such 
legislation,  the  degree  of 
support  was  rated  as  strong 
(67%). 

Most  favored  a High  Speed  Rail 
system  in  California  connecting 
Sacramento,  the  Bay  Area,  Los 
Angeles  and  San  Diego  (70%). 
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Survey  Instrument 
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METROPOLITAN 


TRANSPORTATION 

COMMISSION 


Joseph  P.  Bort  MeffoCenter 
101  Eighth  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607-4700 
Tel.:  510.464.7700 
TTY/TDD:  510.464.7769 
Fax:  510.464.7848 
e-mail:  info@mtc.ca.gov 
Web  site:  www.mtc.ca.gov 


February  9,  2000 


Sharon  J.  Brown,  Vice  Chair 
Cicits  of  Conn-3  Costa  Coumv- 


To:  Local  Elected  Officials  in  the  Bay  Area 

As  you  may  know,  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  is  engaged 
in  an  intensive  planning  effort  aimed  at  improving  the  Bay  Area's  transpor- 
tation network.  The  goal  is  to  develop  a "Bay  Area  Transportation  Blueprint 
for  the  21®‘  Century"  that  will  set  priorities  and  identify  potential  new 
funding  sources  to  maintain  and  expand  the  regional  transportation  system 
— beyond  the  levels  provided  for  in  current  plans.  Development  of  the 
Blueprint  is  a cooperative  effort,  with  participation  by  all  transportation 
stakeholders  and  members  of  the  public.  The  enclosed  issue  of  MTC's 
newsletter.  Transactions,  contains  a brief  overview  of  the  Blueprint  exercise. 

This  fall,  MTC  and  the  county  congestion  management  agencies  jointly 
sponsored  nine  public  meetings  — one  in  each  Bay  Area  county  — to  receive 
public  comment  on  the  Blueprint.  We  are  currently  augmenting  that  effort 
with  a professionally  conducted  regional  public  opinion  survey.  Because  we 
place  a special  value  on  the  opinions  and  participation  of  the  Bay  Area's 
locally  elected  leaders,  we  are  enclosing  an  abbreviated  version  of  that  survey 
with  a request  that  you  take  a few  minutes  to  give  us  your  candid  responses 
to  these  few  key  questions.  Your  feedback  will  greatly  assist  the  Commission 
as  we  formulate  a final  Blueprint  proposal  this  spring. 

So  that  we  may  tabulate  and  report  your  responses  to  a special  Commission 
Blueprint  workshop  on  February  23rd,  we  ask  that  you  send  your  responses 
via  fax  to  510.464.7848  by  Friday,  February  18.  If  you  should  have  any 
questions  on  the  Blueprint,  please  feel  free  to  contact  Planning  Manager 
Chris  Brittle  at  510.464.7831,  or  visit  the  MTC  Web  site  at  <www.mtc.ca.gov>. 
Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  participation  in  this  important  regional  effort 
to  improve  Bay  Area  transportation  for  the  new  century. 


Sincerely, 


jpames  T.  Beall,  Jr 

Member,  Santa  Clara  County  Board  of  Supervisors 
Chair,  MTC 
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BAY  AREA  TRANSPORTATION  BLUEPRINT  FOR  THE  21ST  CENTURY 


QUESTIONNAIRE  FOR  LOCAL  ELECTED  OFFICIALS 

(Please  fax  completed  form  to  MTC  at  510.464.7848  by  Friday,  February  18,  2000.) 

1 . In  your  opinion,  is  it  better  to  address  transportation  problems  and  solutions  locally  at  the 
city  and  county  level,  or  should  transportation  be  addressed  regionally,  crossing  city  and 
county  lines  and  taking  into  consideration  the  entire  Bay  Region? 

□ LOCALLY/CITY/COUNTY 

□ REGIONAUBAY  REGION 

□ BOTH 

□ EFTHER/NO  DIFFERENCE 

□ NO  OPINION 

2.  When  public  officials  establish  long-term  planning  priorities  to  address  traffic  congestion 
in  the  Bay  Area,  should  they  give  a high,  medium  or  low  priority  to; 


NO 


HIGH 

MEDIUM 

LOW 

OPINION 

building  more  roads 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

increasing  public  transit 
(i.e.  rail,  bus,  ferries) 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

adding  carpool  lanes 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

incentive  programs  to  encourage 
more  people  to  work  at  home, 
work  longer  hours  on  fewer  days, 
or  work  flexible  schedules  to 
avoid  commute  hour  congestion 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

telephone  information  programs 
and  road  signs  to  alert  motorists 
to  traffic  delays  and  alternate 
routes 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

providing  roving  tow  trucks  to 
clear  accidents  and  incidents 
from  the  roads  more  quickly 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

3.  Some  people  believe  that  a regional  bus  system,  with  expanded  service,  using  freeway 
carpool  lanes  and  designated  bus  lanes  on  local  streets  could  play  a more  important  role 
in  the  future  to  alleviate  mounting  traffic  congestion. 

In  your  opinion,  would  an  expanded  and  improved  regional  bus  system  play  a very 
effective,  somewhat  effective  or  not  too  effective  role  in  addressing  traffic  congestion  in 
the  future? 


□ VERY  EFFECTIVE 

□ SOMEWHAT  EFFECTIVE 

□ NOT  TOO  EFFECTIVE 

□ NO  OPINION 
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Page  2 


4.  Is  there  a major  traffic  bottleneck  that  you  would  most  like  to  see  improved  in  your  county 
or  area? 


5.  What  is  the  most  important  mass  transit  improvement  you  would  like  to  see  in  your  county 
or  area? 


6.  Would  you  support  or  oppose  increasing  taxes  or  fees  to  pay  for  the  types  of 
transportation  improvements  you  favor? 

□ SUPPORT 

□ OPPOSE 

□ NO  OPINION 

Is  that  strongly  support  or  oppose,  or  just  somewhat? 

□ STRONGLY 

□ SOMEWHAT 

7.  Several  possible  revenue  sources  could  be  considered  for  funding  transportation 
improvements. 


Would  you  support  or  oppose  funding  transportation  improvements  using: 


SUPPORT 

SUPPORT 

OPPOSE 

OPPOSE 

NO 

STRONGLY 

SOME 

STRONGLY 

SOME 

OPINION 

, funding  sources 
that  are  based  on 
the  amount  of 
driving  that  people 
do,  such  as  gas 
taxes 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

, a sales  tax  on 
goods  and  services 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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SUPPORT 

SUPPORT 

OPPOSE 

OPPOSE 

NO 

STRONGLY 

SOME 

STRONGLY 

SOME 

OPINION 

, a uniform  charge 
on  the  parking 
spaces  at  all  work 
sites 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

, an  increase  in 
bridge  tolls 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

, a,  statewide 
general  bond 
measure 
designated  for 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

local  and  regional 

transportation 

projects 

8.  New  local  transportation  funding,  like  other  special  purpose  taxes,  requires  two-thirds 
voter  approval,  which  is  difficult  to  achieve  in  most  areas. 

Do  you  favor  or  oppose  current  pending  legislation  (SCA  3)  to  reduce  the  approval 
margin  from  two-thirds  to  a 50%  majority  for  special  purpose  taxes? 

□ FAVOR 

□ OPPOSE 

□ NO  OPINION 

Is  that  strongly  favor  or  oppose,  or  just  somewhat? 

□ STRONGLY 

□ SOMEWHAT 

9.  There  is  currently  a proposal  to  build  a High  Speed  Rail  system  in  California  connecting 
Sacramento,  the  Bay  Area,  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego. 

Do  you  favor  or  oppose  this  idea? 


□ 

FAVOR 

□ 

OPPOSE 

□ 

NO  OPINION 

NAME: 

JURISDICTION: 

TITLE: 


Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  respond  to  this  survey. 
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Survey  Results 


Is  it  better  to  address  transportation 
problems  and  solutions  locally  or  regionally? 


When  public  officials  establish  long-term  planning 
priorities  to  address  Bay  Area  traffic  congestion, 


Would  an  expanded  and  improved  regional  bus 
system  play  a very  effective,  somewhat  effective, 
or  not  too  effective  role  in  addressing  future 


Very  Effective  Somewhat  Not  Too  No  Opinion 
Effective  Effective 


Would  you  support  or  oppose  increasing 
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Support  Oppose  No  Opinion 


Is  that  strongly  support  or  oppose,  or  just 
somewhat  re:  increasing  taxes  or  fees  to  pay 
for  the  types  of  transportation  improvements 


= 

w 

3 O 

a 


Support  Support  Oppose  Oppose  No 

Strongly  Some  Strongly  Some  Opinion 


Would  you  support  or  oppose  funding 
transportation  improvements  using: 


Driving  based  fund  source  Sales  tax  Uniform  parking  charge  at  Increase  in  bridge  tolls  Statewide  general  bond 

(gas  taxes)  all  work  sites  measure  for  transportation 


O 

O 

o 

o 

CO 

CO 

Osl 

(continued)  Is  that  strongly  favor  or  oppose,  or 


Support  Support  Some  Oppose  Oppose  Some  No  Opinion 
Strongly  Strongly 


Survey  Results  - Questions  4 & 5 


Blueprint  Survey  of  Local  Elected  Officials 
Questions  4 & 5 


Is  there  a major  traffic  bottleneck  that  you  would  most  like  to  see  improved  in  your  county? 
What  is  the  most  important  mass  transit  improvement  you  would  like  to  see  in  your  county? 


ALAMEDA  COUNTY 
Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- 1-580  / 1-680  Interchange 

- 1-680  Sunol  Grade  (2) 

- 1-880  Fremont  to  San  Jose 

- Bay  Bridge  “Maze” 

- 1-80  along  Berkeley 

- San  Pablo  Avenue 

- 1-238  connector  between  1-580  and  1-880 

- 1-580  between  Greenville  Rd.  and  1-680 

- SR  84  between  Livermore  and  1-680 

- Ashby  Avenue  between  College  Ave.  to 
Street 

- University  Ave.  between  bridge  to  College 
Ave. 

- SR  24, 1-880, 1-580  connector 

- 1-580  - 1-80  - San  Jose 

- 1-880  and  92  Interchanges 

- 1-238 


CONTRA  COSTA  COUNTY 
Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- Caldecott  Tunnel  Fourth  Bore  Needed  (7) 

- Highway  4 from  Antioch  to  Discover}^  Bay 

- 1-680  Sunol  Grade  (2) 

- Highway  4 from  Bailey  Road  to  Hillcrest 
Ave.  (need  to  accelerate  project)  (5) 

- Vasco  Road  south  to  Livermore  (3) 

- 1-580  / 1-680  Interchange 

- 1-580  (Altamont  Pass) 

- Fund  school  bus  programs  to  eliminate 
local  bottlenecks  near  schools 

- 1-680  from  Alamo  to  Dublin 

- Bay  Bridge  “Maze”  (3) 

- Add  3^“*  lane  to  1-880  - 1-580 

- Ygnacio  Valley  Road 


Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- BART  to  Livermore  (3) 

- More  regional  bus  service  to  Santa  Clara 
County 

- BART  to  San  Jose 

- More  express  bus  lanes 

- More  frequent  local  bus  service  (2) 

- More  BART  service  (2) 

- Cleaner  buses,  electric  buses 

- Rail  connections  to  SF,  East  Bay, 
Sacramento 

- Improved  ferry  system 

- Restructure  AC  Transit  (use  smaller  buses, 
better  scheduling,  on-demand  service)  (2) 

- Universal  ticket  system 

- One  regional  transit  authority 

- LRT  on  E 14  / Bancroft 


Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- Charge  for  BART  parking  & reduce  BART 
fares 

- MTC  to  fund  2-year  program  to  reduce 
County  Connection  fare 

- Improved  bus  and  new  van  service  to 
BART 

- BART  to  Livermore  (2) 

- BART  to  Antioch 

- BART  extensions 

- BART  or  LRT  on  1-680  from  Dublin  to 
Walnut  Creek  (2) 

- Increased  ferry  service 

- Destination-to-destination  bus  service  for 
service  areas  outside  of  County  Connection 

- Bus/carpool  bypass  projects  at  major 
congestion  points 

- More  frequent  BART  service  (not 
extensions) 

- Trial  period  of  low  cost/free  local  bus 
service  to  BART  stations 

- Demo  program  to  provide  local  shuttle  bus 
to  and  from  BART  stations  in  El  Cerrito 

- Express  bus  system  in  East  County  and  I- 
680 

- Increased  & better  bus  service  (2) 


MARIN  COUNTY 

Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- US  101  / Golden  Gate  Bridge  (solve  by 
increasing  toll  to  $5  and  making  bus  fare 
from  Petaluma  to  SF  to  $1) 

- US  101  from  Sonoma  Co.  line  to  San 
Rafael  (2) 

- US  101  in  Marin  County 

- Novato  Narrovv's  (3) 

- US  101  widening  needed  from  Windsor 
south 

- SR  12 /US  101 


Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- Commuter  rail  between  Larkspur  to 
Cloverdale 

- Expanded  bus  service  (5) 

- BART  from  Richmond  to  Petaluma 

- Better  connections  between  rail  & 
pedestrian/bicycles  & land  use  policies 

- Rail  service  from  Sonoma  County  to 
Larkspur  ferry 

- More  ferries/rail/bus/local  shuttle 

- LRT  with  buses 


NAPA  COUNTY 

Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- SR  29  between  Napa  and  Calistoga 

Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- Reliable  bus  service  and  connections 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COUNTY 

Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- Bay  Bridge  (2) 

- San  Mateo  Bridge 

Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- 3"‘*/Keamey  Street  Corridor  improvements 

- Connect  Caltrain  with  the  Market  Street 
transit  spine,  either  via  a new  Transbay 
Terminal  or  another  solution 

- MITNI(2) 

- Beucr  connections  between  transit  services 

SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 

Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- Redwood  Shores/Belmont 

- 1-380/1-280(2) 

- SR  92  / 1-280  (2) 

- US  101  (4) 

- US  101  SFO  south  to  Santa  Clara  County 
(especially  Millbrae  to  Redwood  City)  (2) 

- US  1 0 1 from  1-3  80  to  SR  92  (2) 

- 1-280 

- Redwood  Shores  (Track  Mile) 

- US  101  from  Redwood  City  to  SF 

- 1-380 

- Ralston  Interchange 


Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- Need  for  Transit-oriented  developments; 
make  cities  address  zoning  to  promote 
TODs  & PODs 

- Caltrain  extension  to  Transbay  Terminal 

- Caltrain  electrification 

- Increased  Caltrain  service  (3) 

- “Southern  Crossing”  bridge 

- 1-380  and  1-980  and  Oakland  Airport  to 
include  a BART  loop  between  airports 

- Dumbarton  corridor  rail 

- US  101  improvements 

- BART  to  SFO  and  link  to  East  Bay  and 
West  Bay  with  Caltrain 

- Better  intermodal  connection  between 
BART  trains  and  buses  (shuttles  included) 

- Continuous  BART  or  Caltrain  tracks 
around  the  Bay 

- Improved  bus  system 

- Rapid  transit  system 


SANTA  CLARA  COUNTY 
Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- 1-85  Mt.  View  (2) 

- 1-237  Milpitas  @ 1-880  (2) 

- Caltrans  (due  to  lack  of  communication 
with  local  agencies) 

- 1-85 -US  101 

- US  101/Dumbarton  Corridor 

- North  San  Jose 

- US  101  (3) 

- 1-85  North  in  AM  and  1-85  South  in  PM 

- Calaveras  Blvd. 

- University  Avenue  in  East  Palo  Alto  Route 
109 

- Highway  17  @ Camden 


Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- BART  to  San  Jose  (2) 

- BART  around  Santa  Clara  Co. 

- Increased  trains  from  SF  to  Gilroy 

- Increased  ferry  service 

- Page  Mill  park-n-ride  with  no  bus  services 

- Direct  links  to  airports 

- Dumbarton  Rail  (2) 

- More  light  rail  in  San  Jose 

- Increased  Caltrain  service  with  feeder  bus 
services  (2) 

- SMART  Card  technology  and  interagency 
fare  agreements 

- Light  rail  expansion  along  the  85  Corridor 

- BART 

- Caltrain  electrification 

- Toll  Roads 

- Vasona  LRT  to  provide  seamless 
connection  to  BART 


SOLANO  COUNTY 
Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- 1-680  at  1-80  in  Cordelia 

- SR  37  from  1-80  to  Sears  Point 

- 1-80  / 1-680  Interchange  (3) 

- SR  12  between  Suisun  City  and  Rio  Vista 


Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- Increased  ferry  service  from  Vallejo  to  SF 
and  Benicia  to  SF 

- BART  and  ferry  connections 

- BART  to  Oakley 

- “Southern  Crossing”  bridge 

- Expand  ferry  service  to  Pittsburg  and 
Antioch 

- Increased  ferry  service 

- HOV  on  1-80  and  1-680  with  commitment 
to  bus  funding  by  local  government 


SONOMA  COUNTY 
Major  Traffic  Bottleneck 

- Highway  12/116/121 

- Highway  101  Santa  Rosa  at  Highway  12 

- Novato  to  Petaluma  Highway  1 0 1 
"Narrows" 

- Highway  12  between  Agna  Caliente  Rd. 
and  Veranie 

- 101  through  Santa  Rosa  from  Windsor  & 
Petaluma  (2) 


Most  Important  Mass  Transit  Impvt. 

- Eliminate  Route  90  due  to  low  ridership 

- Rail  or  busway  using  rail  right-of-way 
between  Healdsburg  and  San  Rafael- 
Sonoma/Marin 

- Commuter  rail  system  from  Cloverdale  to 
San  Rafael,  with  easy  ferry  tie  into  SF  plus 
feeder  bus  (or  trolley)  system 

- LRT  with  good  bus  connections  (2) 

- Form  carpools  and  more  frequent  bus 
service 
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MTC  COMMISSIONERS 

James  T.  Beall,  Jr.,  Chair  / Santa  Clara  County 
Sharon  J.  Brown,  Vice  Chair  / Cities  of  Contra  Costa  County 
Ralph  J.  Appezzato  / Cities  of  Alameda  County 
Sue  Bierman  / San  Francisco  County 
Mark  DeSaulnier  / Contra  Costa  County 
Mary  Griffin  / San  Mateo  County 
Mary  V.  King  / Alameda  County 
Steve  Kinsey  / Marin  County 
Sue  Lempert  / Cities  of  San  Mateo  County 
John  McLemore  / Cities  of  Santa  Clara  County 
Jon  Rubin  / City  of  San  Francisco 
James  P.  Spering  / Solano  County 
Kathryn  Winter  / Napa  County 
Sharon  Wright  / Sonoma  County 

Charlotte  B.  Powers  / Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Angelo  J.  Siracusa  / S.F.  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 
Harry  Yahata  / State  Business,  Transportation  and  Housing  Agency 
Keith  Axtell  / U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Dorene  M.  Giacopini  / U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 


MANAGEMENT  STAFF 

Lawrence  D.  Dahms  / Executive  Director 
Steve  Heminger  / Deputy  Executive  Director 
Francis  Chin  / General  Counsel 
Chris  Brittle  / Manager,  Planning 


BLUEPRINT  PROJECT  STAFF 

Doug  Kimsey  / PROJECT  Manager 

Ashley  Nguyen  / EDITOR 

Michelle  Morris  Brubaker,  Doug  Kimsey,  Lisa  Klein,  Valerie  Knepper,  Trent  Lethco,  John  McCallum,  Ashley  Nguyen  / Planning  Staff 
Migue!  Iglesias,  Chuck  Purvis,  Rupinder  Singh,  Kenneth  Vaughn,  Ron  West  / PLANNING  STAFF  - Modeling 
Joe  Curley,  Marjorie  Blackwell  / Public  Information  Staff 
Ethan  Michaels  / Map  Design 
Peter  Beeler,  David  Cooper  / Graphic  Production 
DKS  Associates  / COST  DATA 

Moore  lacofano  Goltsman/  Graphic  Production  and  public  outreach 


METROPOLITAN 

y transportation 
COMMISSION 


Joseph  P.  Bort  MetroCenter 
101  Eighth  Street 
Oakland,  California  94607 
TEL  510.464.7700 
TDD/TTY  510.464.7769 
FAX  510.464.7848 
E-MAIL  info@mtc.ca.gov 
WEB  http;//ww\w.mtc.ca.gov 


